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This study examines a form of religious debate that saw Catholic priests and ministers across 
the reformed spectrum arguing in direct opposition to one another, and drawing on long-
standing academic forms and intellectual ideals in doing so. Public religious disputation is 
first defined and placed in its religious, cultural and intellectual context, alongside formal 
disputation in the universities, printed controversy, literary dialogue and other manifestations 
of discourse and debate. The structures, tropes and tactics of the formal, academic process ± as 
used LQ SXEOLF RU µSURIHVVLRQDO¶ FRQWURYHUVLDO GHEDWH ± are then detailed, in order to give a 
more precise definition, and a framework for the analysis of individual events. 
The chapters following this move chronologically from the accession of Elizabeth I and the 
1559 Westminster conference to the aftermath of the death of James and the 1626 debate at 
York House. Drawing on the trends discussed in the first chapter and the procedures detailed 
in the second, these sections place individual disputations in their immediate context; 
examining the use and restriction of public religious debate by state and church authorities, the 
impact academic forms could have upon public, controversial disputation, the interplay 
between faith and human learning on display and the changing perceptions of the practice as 
political, religious and cultural conditions developed through the period. 
The aim of this study is to assert the significance of public religious disputation, and accounts 
thereof, DV VRPHWKLQJ PRUH WKDQ D VLPSOH µYDULHW\¶ RI UHOLJLRXV FRQWURYHUV\ RU SROHPLF Its 
formal structures and direct interactions shed light on Reformation and post-Reformation 
religious arguments; but its structures and ideals also demonstrate a shared, fundamental mode 
of discourse and competition underlying those arguments. These encounters, and the accounts 
they produced, are not just examples of partisan polemic ± they are potentially invaluable 
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µI never knew good come by disputation.¶1 
 
This thesis describes an aspect of post-Reformation controversy that has fallen 
between fields of inquiry. Amid the mass of written polemic generated by 
controversialists in sixteenth- and seventeenth-century England, there were more 
immediate engagements: face-to-face debates, that fuelled and complemented the 
storm of proselytising and denunciation in print. Spurred on by classical ideals and 
biblical imperatives, and encouraged by prior historical examples, divines throughout 
the period issued calls for scholarly, often public, disputation as a means of addressing 
religious questions, and the resulting events ± ranging from smaller encounters to 
occasions like the Hampton Court conference of 1604 ± formed milestones in 
controversy. The Reformation had, in the words of Thomas McCoog, been 
µSXQFWXDWHG¶ with challenges to dispute; indeed, in some contemporary minds, its 
changes were µSURSHOOHG¶E\disputation.2 Direct religious argument was regarded as 
distinct from written controversy; a view reflected in the manner in which it was 
reported and described, and in the histories of the practice that appeared through the 
seventeenth century.3 In their structures and ideals, these events offer a fascinating 
window into WKH SHULRG¶V divisions, and provide an opportunity for those seeking a 
                                                             
1
 John Feckenham, in William Fulke, A True Reporte of a Conference had betwixt Doctour Fulke, and 
the Papists, Being at Wisbiche Castle (London, 1581), sig. B2v. 
2
 7KRPDV 0 0F&RRJ µµ3OD\LQJ WKH &KDPSLRQ¶ 7KH 5ROH RI 'LVSXWDWLRQ LQ WKH -HVXLW 0LVVLRQ¶ LQ
Thomas M. McCoog (ed.), The Reckoned Expense: Edmund Campion and the Early English Jesuits 
2[IRUGSDQGWKHYLHZRI)UDQFLV6DYDJHLQ-RVHSK3XWHUEDXJKµ³<RXUVHOIHEH MXGJH
DQGDQVZHU\RXUVHOIH´)RUPDWLRQRI3URWHVWDQW,GHQWLW\LQA Conference Betwixt a Mother a Devout 
Recusant and Her Sonne a Zealous Protestant¶The Sixteenth Century Journal, 31 (2000), p. 423. 
3
 ,Q  WKH -HVXLW 5REHUW 3HUVRQV FRPSDUHG $XJXVWLQH¶V GLVSXWDWLRQV ZLWK WKRVH IXHOOLQJ WKH
Reformation, and in 1658, the clergyman John Ley, spurred on by an encounter between fellow 
ministers, produced a detailed history, moving from a biblical dispute between two angels and the Devil 
through the continental Reformation to more immediate events: N. D., A Review of Ten Publike 
Disputations (St Omer, 1604), passim; John Ley, A Discourse of Disputations Chiefly Concerning 
Matters of Religion (London, 1658), esp. pp. 31-47. For recent emphasis on the role of controversy in 
VKDSLQJLGHDVDERXWWKHSDVWVHH7KRPDV)UHHPDQµ7KH3RZHURI3ROHPLF&DWKROLF5HVSRQVHVWRWKH
&DOHQGDULQ)R[H¶Vµ%RRNRI0DUW\UV¶The Journal of Ecclesiastical History, 61 (2010), pp. 475-6, 495. 
2 
combined Catholic and reformed post-Reformation narrative. Their procedures 
describe a shared intellectual arena, allowing for broad, cross-confessional analysis.4 
Thus, public religious disputations in this period call for a dedicated study. 
They have not been neglected entirely, but as events they are often considered in 
isolation; their printed results treated as but one element of that mass of pamphlet 
controversy to which, even in the seventeenth centuryWKHUHDSSHDUHGWREHµQRHQG¶5 
In order to address this gap, this thesis will concentrate on the mechanics, implications 
and perception of the practice. As will be discussed below, µpXEOLF¶ LV here taken in 
opposition to µDFDGHPLF¶ to denote events taking place beyond the educational sphere: 
those public in purpose as well as performance (or through the distribution of 
accounts). The period of focus is from the accession of Elizabeth I to the immediate 
aftermath of James¶ death, through which time a clear arc ± in application and 
perception ± can be traced in public religious disputation. 
 These encounters united two distinct phenomena: academic disputation, which 
was a staple of university education and could be applied to any number of subjects, 
and the more charged realm of religious controversy and polemic. It is this dual 
identity that has stranded them between two spheres of research: where they have been 
studied in detail, they are rarely presented as more than examples of one or the other. 
In works on controversy, a GLVSXWDQW¶Varguments are often cited, without reference to 
the fact or structure of the disputation itself: Patrick Collinson¶Vseminal Elizabethan 
Puritan Movement applied a series of 1590 debates in precisely this manner, in 
exploring the difficulties faced by conforming puritans. Similarly, 0LFKDHO4XHVWLHU¶V
                                                             
4
 3HWHU/DNHFDOOVIRUDFRPELQHGQDUUDWLYHLQµ$7DOHRI7ZR(SLVFRSDO6XUYH\V7KH6WUDQJH)DWHVRI
(GPXQG *ULQGDO DQG &XWKEHUW 0D\QH 5HYLVLWHG¶ Transactions of the Royal Historical Society, 18 
(2008), esp. p. 153. Further, see Peter Lake and Michael Questier (eds), Conformity and Orthodoxy in 
the English Church, c. 1560-1660 (Woodbridge, 2000), pp. xvi-xvii ± it should be noted that shared 
intellectual ideas and forms allow us to combine narratives without discounting contemporary self-
images. Recently, Ian Campbell suggested a similar modus on the Aristotelian roots of Irish political 
discourse; shared concepts allowing him to cross national and religious boundaries: Ian W. S. 
Campbellµ$ULVWRWHOLDQ$QFLHQW&RQVWLWXWLRQDQG$QWL-$ULVWRWHOLDQ6RYHUHLJQW\LQ6WXDUW,UHODQG¶The 
Historical Journal, 53 (2010), pp. 573-591. 
5
 Daniel Featley, The Romish Fisher Caught and Held in his Owne Net (London, 1624), sig. Iv; Michael 
C. Questier, Conversion, Politics and Religion in England, 1580-1625 (Cambridge, 1996), p. 13. 
3 
work on conversion discusses several public or semi-public disputations, noting their 
arguments and implications, but this rarely draws directly on process.6 
The practice has occasionally been considered in more detail. 3HWHU0LOZDUG¶V
1977-8 directory of religious controversies, which catalogues pamphlet exchanges in 
the reigns of Elizabeth and James, outlines the aftermath of several disputations.7 
More recently, Ann Hughes has examined mid-seventeenth-century debates, and 
accounts thereof, under the heading RIUHOLJLRXVµFRQIURQWDWLRQ¶ calling for a detailed 
study of their procedures as a means to greater understanding of religious writing in 
the period.8 0F&RRJ¶Vwork on the Jesuit mission of the 1580s, meanwhile, follows 
disputation in Catholic efforts, with a focus on Edmund Campion; his article, 
published in 1996, is unique in outlining the form and perception of such events, 
including their contested worth to the mission and the Protestant authorities.9 In 
addition, there have been detailed studies of the most prominent instances of religious 
debate ± notably Hampton Court.10 As the scattered nature of these examples suggests, 
however, studies of public religious disputation are invariably tied to particular places, 
groups or shorter periods of time; their findings limited to individual events. It should 
also be noted that in 2002, the historian of rhetoric Peter Mack cited a forthcoming 
work by Judith Deitch on disputation practice in this period; but at the time of writing 
this does not appear on the integrated British Library catalogue, or feature in the 
Bibliography of British and Irish History.11 
                                                             
6
 Patrick Collinson, The Elizabethan Puritan Movement (London, 1967), p. 336; Questier, Conversion, 
Politics and Religion, esp. pp. 28, 33-5, 159. Questier does briefly touch on performance and the 
pressures surrounding these events. 
7
 Peter Milward, Religious Controversies of the Elizabethan Age: A Survey of Printed Sources (London, 
1977), esp. pp. 60-1, 97, and Religious Controversies of the Jacobean Age: A Survey of Printed Sources 
(London, 1978), esp. pp. 1-5, 167-8, 171-2, 220-227. 
8
 $QQ+XJKHVµ3XEOLF'LVSXWDWLRQV3DPSKOHWVDQG3ROHPLF¶History Today, 41 (1991), p. 33; idem, 
µ7KH 3XOSLW *XDUGHG &RQIURQWDWLRQV EHWZHHQ 2UWKRGR[ DQG 5DGLFDOV LQ 5HYROXWLRQDU\ (QJODQG¶ in 
Anne Laurence, W. R. Owens and Stuart Sim (eds) John Bunyan and His England, 1628-88 (London, 
1990), pp. 31-50. 
9
 0F&RRJµµ3OD\LQJWKH&KDPSLRQ¶¶HVSSS-22, 125, 129-30; see chapter 3 below. 
10
 See chapter 5 below. 
11
 Peter Mack, Elizabethan Rhetoric: Theory and Practice (Cambridge, 2002), p. 58n.  
4 
Historians of educational practice have detailed disputation in the universities. 
In his own overview of the requirements at Oxford and Cambridge, Mack uses a 
seventeenth-century handbook (5REHUW6DQGHUVRQ¶V1615 Logicae Artis Compendium) 
to illustrate disputation at the former, allowing for some variation and providing 
several examples.12 6/*UHHQVODGH¶VFRQWULEXWLRQWRThe History of the University of 
Oxford has outlined in more general terms the required course of disputations in the 
VL[WHHQWKFHQWXU\DQG/DZUHQFH*UHHQ¶VZRUNRQWKH theologian John Rainolds goes 
into tremendous detail on WKHXQLYHUVLW\¶Vrequirements, at the undergraduate level and 
in the divinity school.13 Another work of note, though somewhat older, is William 
&RVWHOOR¶V Scholastic Curriculum at Early Seventeenth-Century Cambridge, whose 
section on µthe disputation¶ proves the most detailed and enthusiastic account of such 
events.14 Again, however, these discussions are restricted to their field: only rarely has 
their focus on practice and performance been applied to public RU µSURIHVVLRQDO¶
religious debate ± *UHHQ¶V work on Rainolds and the efforts of Hughes being notable, 
albeit brief, exceptions.15 More recently, Debora Shuger has examined those 
university disputations that dealt with controversial religion, and this will be 
considered where the relationship between academic and public disputation is 
discussed below.16 
Its academic ties notwithstanding, public religious debate demands to be 
approached with an eye to controversy and polemic, not just in the dual historiography 
that has come to surround it, but in the HYHQWV¶ content, and the nature of their 
surviving records. One type of source predominates: printed accounts; all claiming to 
be accurate, and generally compiled by one of the disputants ± eager to claim victory, 
                                                             
12
 Ibid., pp. 58-60. 
13
 6/*UHHQVODGHµ7KH)DFXOW\RI7KHRORJ\¶LQ-DPHV0F&RQLFDHGThe History of the University 
of Oxford, vol. 3 (Oxford, 1986), pp. 296-7; Lawrence D. Green, -RKQ5DLQROGV¶V2[IRUG Lectures on 
$ULVWRWOH¶V5KHWRULF(Newark NJ, 1986), pp. 27-9.  
14
 William T. Costello, The Scholastic Curriculum at Early Seventeenth-Century Cambridge 




 'HERUD 6KXJHU µ6W 0DU\ WKH 9LUJLQ DQG WKH %LUWK RI WKH 3XEOLF 6SKHUH¶ Huntington Library 
Quarterly, 72 (2009), passim; see chapter 2. 
5 
cast doubt on their opponents, and pursue their arguments at greater length. The better 
part of the surviving source material thus falls into the category of religious polemic, 
and must, to an extent, be dealt with as such. In addition, the disputations themselves 
were surface ripples on an ocean of printed material, their trends in argument 
reflecting shifts in controversy as a whole. It is necessary, therefore, to note recent 
approaches to this wider phenomenon, in order to address the place of disputation 
within it.  
Although several influential works on religious controversy have been 
published in recent decades, it has oftentimes remained in the background. Its relative 
importance to contemporary religious thought cannot be denied, but the µVWDUNDQGRII-
pXWWLQJPRQRWRQ\¶Questier finds in its tone and doctrinal content ± not to mention the 
more legitimate question of reliability inherent in its purpose ± has generally relegated 
it to the role of supplementary material, behind state papers, private correspondence 
and more benign theological works.17 The form has, however, experienced a 
resurgence since the mid-1990s, having played a role in the work of ± among others ± 
Peter Lake and Anthony Milton. Lake himself has described the marginalisation of 
µPHUH SROHPLF¶ LQ favour of other types of material, and champions its use in 
examining contemporary self-images, but works of controversy can also provide some 
insight into broader thought patterns ± they reflect common ideals, practices and 
needs, as well as indicating µFRQWHVWDQGDQ[LHW\¶18 0LOWRQ¶Vcall for a study RI µWKH
actual mechanics RIUHOLJLRXVFRQWURYHUV\¶draws attention to the significance of this 
material ± and its workings ± to our understanding of religious thought, expression 
and identity in this period.19 
By the early years RI(OL]DEHWK¶V UHLJQFRQWURYHUV\ was a crucial part of the 
religious landscape, particularly in educated, clerical and government circles. 
                                                             
17
 Questier, Conversion, Politics and Religion, p. 186. 
18
 3HWHU /DNH µ$QWL-3XULWDQLVP 7KH 6WUXFWXUH RI D 3UHMXGLFH¶ LQ .HQQHWK )LQFKDP DQG 3HWHr Lake 
(eds), Religious Politics in Post-Reformation England: Essays in Honour of Nicholas Tyacke 
(Woodbridge, 2006), pp. 89-90. 
19
 Anthony Milton, Catholic and Reformed: The Roman and Protestant Churches in English Protestant 
Thought 1600-1640 (Cambridge, 1995), p. 4. 
6 
Greenslade has observed LWVµH[LVWHQWLDOTXDOLW\¶± controversy dealing as it does with 
matters fundamental to personal, religious (and, in this period, political and 
geopolitical) identity.20 Every divine, regardless of the church he defended, was in 
some way prepared for it to be a part of his career; and, as Milton notes, the years 
1605 to 1625 alone saw the production of more than 500 works in the field.21 James 
McConica has gone so far as to describe it DV µWKH FKLHI intellectual concern of the 
GD\¶.22 The continual VWUXJJOH IRU WKH QDWLRQ¶V VRXO, and the need for competing 
churches (and groups within them) to justify themselves in the face of complex 
questions and devoted opposition were the central motivating factors; but at a more 
basic level, the prevalence of controversy can be attributed to the changing intellectual 
world in which clergymen moved.  
For the reformed churches, controversy was integral to religious identity. They 
were the result of comparatively recent developments, partly defined in opposition to 
Catholicism. As Lake points out, referencing anti-papal writings µHYHU\ QHJDtive 
characteristic imputed to Rome implied a positive cultural, political or religious value 
ZKLFK3URWHVWDQWVFODLPHGDVWKHLURZQH[FOXVLYHSURSHUW\¶and so reformers came to 
value, if not idealise, confrontation.23 Most would not, of course, have described their 
motives so explicitly, and reformed theology provided other forms of self-image; but a 
comparison of Protestant attitudes with those of Catholic writers shows a subtle 
difference in outlook influencing perceptions of controversy, whether written or in 
disputation.24 For representatives of the English Church in particular, there was a need 
to clarify and defend their position. Their doctrinal situation, LQ D µQR PDQ¶V ODQG¶
between theological extremes, led them to experience in a real sense what Tertullian, 




 Ibid., p. 325; Milton, Catholic and Reformed, p. 32. 
22
 -DPHV 0F&RQLFD µ(OL]DEHWKDQ 2[IRUG7KH &ROOHJLDWH 6RFLHW\¶ LQ 0F&RQLFD The History of the 
University of Oxford, p. 732. 
23
 3HWHU /DNH µ$Qti-3RSHU\ WKH 6WUXFWXUH RI D 3UHMXGLFH¶ LQ 5LFKDUG &XVW DQG $QQ +XJKHV HGV
Conflict in Early Stuart England: Studies in Religion and Politics 1603-1642 (London, 1989), pp. 73-4. 
/DNH¶V GHVFULSWLRQ RI WKLV ZRUOG-view hints at the connection between reformed thought and the 
development of Renaissance humanism: see chapter 1 below. 
24
 Which is not to say that there were no disagreements within these churches: an illustrative cross-
VHFWLRQRQGLVSXWDWLRQFDQEHIRXQGLQ0F&RRJµµ3OD\LQJWKH&KDPSLRQ¶¶SS 125, 129-30. 
7 
Martin Luther and John Colet had identifieGDVWKHµIXQFWLRQ¶of heresy ± a µtest of the 
IDLWK RI EHOLHYHUV D PHDQV RI NHHSLQJ WKH FKXUFK DOHUW¶25 For radical reformers, a 
similar effect was produced by the concept of a godly minority, perhaps the SHULRG¶V
most overt example of self-definition in opposition to others. In this climate of 
confrontation, to which Catholics felt the need to respond, controversialists placed 
each other under additional pressure, driven by discursive ideals. Beyond the idea of 
direct conversation (indeed, single combat) that fuelled individual exchanges, there 
was a perception ± more pronounced among Protestants ± that no controversial work 
should go unanswered. Silence invariably equated to defeat; a notion that could be 
twice as damaging when offers of disputation were turned down.  
There was also a scriptural imperative. When the Archiepiscopal chaplain and 
prolific disputant Daniel Featley detailed his reasons for engaging Catholics in 1624, 
he cited 1 Peter 3:15 above canon law and the instructions of the king µEH UHDG\
always to give an answer to every man that asketh you a reason of the hope that is in 
\RX¶26 Works of controversy were held to perform a spiritual function: though aimed 
at opposing divines, their role was also one of confirmation. Their production was 
seen ± particularly by Protestant writers ± as having a personal, spiritual value: it was 
not simply a requirement of office ± it was an illustration and reflection of RQH¶Vown 
faith. The resulting works were believed to have a beneficial effect upon Protestant 
readers.27 In this respect, the impact of written controversy can again be compared to 
that of disputation: any response thought to be triggered by religious argument would 
be amplified in the mouths of university-trained orators. 
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 Milton, Catholic and Reformed S  5 5 0F&XWFKHRQ µ+HUHV\ DQG 'LDORJXH 7KH +XPDQLVW
$SSURDFKHVRI(UDVPXVDQG0RUH¶Viator, 24 (1993), p. 364. 
26
 1 Peter 3:15, as cited in Daniel Featley, An Appendix to the Fishers Net (London, 1624), p. 53. See 
Pierre du Moulin, A Conference Held at Paris (London, 1615), p. 1, for a similar French citation; 
'HFODQ *DIIQH\ µ7KH 3UDFWLFH RI 5HOLJLRXV &RQWURYHUV\ LQ 'XEOLQ -¶ LQ : - 6KHLOV DQG
Diana Wood (eds), The Churches, Ireland and the Irish (Oxford, 1989), p. 145, for a comparable 1641 
expression of the purpose of controversy; and Ley, Discourse of Disputations, p. 27 for an echo of 
Featley. 
27
 Milton, Catholic and Reformed, p. 37. 
8 
Writers and clergymen in post-Reformation England were thus compelled to 
produce such works, and to engage their adversaries in some semblance of debate; a 
compulsion evident in the training of seminary priests, in Jacobean royal commands 
and in Calvinist citations of scripture. As the chapters below demonstrate, the needs of 
individual groups and churches were combined with spiritual and intellectual 
imperatives, grounded in a certainty that such endeavours would have an impact. In 
short, these actions were not undertaken on a whim. They were a necessity; an 
immediate, effective form of devotional practice.  
The importance of controversy in contemporary eyes cannot, therefore, be 
denied. At the least, controversialists EHOLHYHGWKDWDOORZLQJWKHLURSSRQHQWV¶works to 
go unanswered risked discredit for ± or even defection from ± their own side; this 
alone implying faith in their effectiveness.28 As is frequently observed, it is difficult to 
determine what the climate of religious uncertainty in this period meant for the 
population at large; but the state, church and controversialists of every stripe were 
aware of its dangers, and all reacted accordingly. The question that has arisen in works 
detailing controversy is how far this perception reflects the reality of personal 
religious experience; and thus how significant and effective such works can truly be 
said to have been. The question was raised in 1996 by Questier, who compared 
SROHPLFLVWV¶ FRQILGHQFH µWKDW WUXWK FRXOG EH grasped in itV HQWLUHW\¶ WKURXJK WKHLU
works with the natural limitations of the material: its inherent bias and the aforesaid 
µPRQRWRQ\¶ of doctrinal argument.29 Questier argues that polemic was forced, by 
political considerations and its own objectives, to avoid shared beliefs and provide 
µYHLOHGLPSUHVVLRQV¶ DQGµSDURGLHV¶RIthe various churches: anyone who converted on 
account of controversy, he VWDWHV µGLG VR RQ WKH EDVLV RI ZRUG-games and literary 
VOHLJKWRIKDQG¶30  
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 Questier, Conversion, Politics and Religion, p. 17. 
29
 Ibid., pp. 12, 186. 
30
 Ibid., p. 36. 
9 
Although there is some truth in this, and conversion was undoubtedly a more 
complex process than most controversial efforts would DOORZ 4XHVWLHU¶V critique of 
doctrinal polemic does not account for the volume of such works produced, or fit with 
all recorded opinions.31 The disputations and their accounts offer clear examples here. 
They demonstrate lay interest in doctrinal argument, and were organised and written 
up in a manner intended to appeal to a wide audience: often in public, always in 
English, and generally in dialogue form. The time and political effort that went into 
the debates staged with Campion in 1581, or the conference between Rainolds and the 
priest John Hart in 1582, not to mention the preparation of their printed accounts, does 
not suggest irrelevance or detachment from doctrinal argument, and shows little 
contemporary awareness of those flaws identified by Questier. On the contrary, 
records of state sanctioned disputation imply a considerable degree of credibility and 
lay interest, while private conferences ± known to have taken place in noble and 
gentry houses ± demonstrate the latter directly. In addition, while faith is certainly 
more elusive, a church, as a political, social and cultural entity, lives and dies by its 
outward components: its doctrine. A polemicist¶s sleights of hand may not have been 
µDQDGHTXDWHEDVLV¶IRUFRQYHUVLRQEXWWKH\ZHUHnonetheless important: to show merit 
in a moralistic culture, confidence in the face of national insecurity, and certainty in a 
time of contention and doubt.32 For those in power, there remained an urgent need to 
defend national doctrine after the twists and turns of the Reformation, and opponents 
on all sides felt the need to question it. These actions, however crassly presented, must 
have had an impact on personal assurance in this period. 
There can be no doubt, in a society as theologically charged and polemically 
saturated as the circles in which these controversies thrived, that a particular work 
might have planted the seed of doubt in one or two minds, as Questier himself points 
                                                             
31
 'HFODQ *DIIQH\ QRWHV WKDW WKH LPDJH RI FRQWURYHUV\ DV DQ XQKHOSIXO µGLVHDVH¶ ZDV MRLQHG by an 
DFFHSWDQFH RI LWV SODFH LQ SUHDFKLQJ DQG µFRQYHUVLRQ-VHHNLQJ¶ as well as disputation and polemic: 
*DIIQH\ µ3UDFWLFH RI 5HOLJLRXV &RQWURYHUV\¶ S  FLWLQJ -RVKXD +R\OH $ 5HMR\QGHU WR 0DORQH¶V
Reply Concerning Reall Presence (Dublin, 1641), sig. ar. 
32
 Questier, Conversion, Politics and Religion, p. 12.  
10 
out.33 But that, it could be argued, was all controversialists were concerned with. 
Claims of whole and comprehensive truth were rhetorical ± even a matter of form ± 
and what was actually on offer was an initial step. Conversion itself was seen as an 
experience independent of reason, its preparations and aftermath requiring spiritual 
counsel or self-reflection and study; little of which ± as Questier contends ± could be 
obtained from controversy.34 But that was not the point. The point was to demonstrate 
that such personal efforts were right, justified and necessary (imperative, even), and to 
compete in a climate where µIDOVH¶churches were invariably trying to do the same. 
As a body of source material, the mass of religious controversy and polemic 
generated in this period ought not to be dismissed. Though challenging, these works 
remain a vital source; and for more than just the arguments they contain. Their 
rhetorical tropes and misdirections certainly make them seem like self-defeating works 
of µVSLQ¶WRPRGHUQH\HV but they cannot be rejected as self-conscious sparring. As the 
opening chapters of this thesis demonstrate, the practices and arguments followed in 
controversial disputation ± many of which appear as frequently in written tracts ± were 
the products of a wider culture; accepted modes of thought and expression, many of 
which now seem altogether alien. Their style and manoeuvrability should not, with 
hindsight, be conflated with a lack of either relevance or conviction. 
Printed and manuscript accounts of public religious disputation form the main 
body of evidence for this thesis, but these will not be examined in isolation. They are 
polemical works with pretensions to accuracy: Hughes offers an optimistic portrayal 
of their study, but even this rules out the possibility of fully reconstructing the events 
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themselves.35 Examples will be noted below of selective editing and factual 
inconsistency beyond the level of bias inherent in polemic. Moreover, many 
disputations did not produce full or printed reports. Thus, despite their value in 
revealing shared practice and perceptions, the scattered, partial nature of printed 
disputation accounts amplifies the need for supplementary evidence. These encounters 
were recounted in private letters as well as in pamphlet exchanges, and ± in the case of 
more prominent events ± are referenced in state papers. Manuscript archives hold a 
wealth of minor allusions, as well as additional accounts, some written in opposition 
to printed reports. Thus, while this thesis primarily explores a long and fascinating 
catalogue of printed disputation accounts, these will be supported with a range of 
additional material, to place the disputations in context, add detail and ± in some cases 
± introduce arguments from both sides of a debate. 
These events, by virtue of their participants, records and content, must be 
placed in the context of religious controversy; but their unique attributes, and those of 
their accounts, should be emphasised. To examine it as a practice in its own right, it is 
necessary to discard the assumption that public religious disputation was but one 
µvariety¶of controversy; interchangeable with pamphlet exchanges. It might be easy to 
suppose, in this period of upheaval, that forms of expression were secondary to the 
ideas expressed; but the image of change propelled by disputation must be kept in 
mind. Public, face-to-face debates were a part of controversial activity, and can be 
examined as such; but in their structure and impact, they were a distinct phenomenon. 
They reflect a discursive intellectual climate that crossed theological divisions, 
offering a point of cross-confessional contact; and their accounts frame oft-studied 
arguments in clear, persuasive forms, combining the benefits of literary dialogue with 
emergent ideas and uses of the past. The chapters below will examine the unique 
aspects of public religious disputation: its intellectual foundations, its customs and 
techniques, and its role as a shared arena in a period of turbulence and change. 
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Chapter One: The Culture of Controversy 
µThe Lord hath given us wisdome and reason...¶1 
 
The image of a Reformation propelled by disputation can be extended to the early 
modern period as a whole; a reflection of the importance of discussion and argument 
to contemporary thought. This chapter will examine the culture of discourse 
surrounding and encouraging public religious disputation. Ideas and events 
reminiscent of the practice will be considered, alongside disputation in the universities 
and its potential beyond the academic sphere. Modes of Renaissance thought, 
argument and expression will also be discussed, to give a framework for the analysis 
of GLVSXWDQWV¶ methods in later chapters. Printed controversy will be revisited, to 
examine the influence of this intellectual climate upon the disputationV¶ QDWXUDO
habitat; and finally, its impact on the practice itself will be addressed. 
 Public disputations, and related occasions, were not the sole expression of the 
SHULRG¶V culture of discourse. It was an attitude drawn from classical traditions, 
informing elements of literature, government and law as well as academic and 
religious debate.2 At all levels, it was reflecWHGLQWKHQRWLRQRIµFRXQVHO¶ZKLFK was 
applied as much to abstract concepts of advice as to the workings of particular groups: 
Parliament drew on both in asserting their role.3 -RKQ *X\¶V depiction of 
FRQWHPSRUDULHV¶ application of the word µFRXQVHO¶, conflating abstract ideas with 
institutional deliberation, is reminiscent of the blurred contemporary usage of 
µGLVSXWDWLRQ¶neither necessarily denoted a specific action, and both could be applied 
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to discursive ideals.4 As will be discussed in the context of particular debates, they in 
fact describe polar concepts, drawn from the same foundation, either of which could 
be applied to define a GLVSXWDWLRQ¶Vpurpose. Comparing these superficially disparate 
words, in their use and significance, we can thus SXW ODQJXDJH WR WKH SHULRG¶V
underlying belief in discussion and debate; a belief that proves simpler to define than 
some of the more nebulous concepts it produced.5  
 The idea of counsel raises several important points about this concern with 
discourse. First, it introduces a note of prestige; illustrated in Francis Bacon¶V 
marriage between counsel DQGµ6RYHUHLJQW\¶6 This emphasis on the wisdom shown in 
seeking counsel ± revived with the classical ideals of Renaissance humanism ± can be 
seen in several disputation accounts; specifically, in events arranged to reassure an 
individual of status.7 Secondly, it calls attention to the personal character of much 
public discourse in this period ± as clear in the language and dedications of printed 
works as in private correspondence.8 The language of personal counsel was often used 
to frame public issues and debate, an approach whose benefits in recounting a public 
disputation will be explored below. Here, however, it should be noted that political 
and religious discourse were linked by something beyond the religious climate: they 
shared basic modes of expression. Their conferences and disputations have as much to 
tell us about cultural and linguistic trends as about the topics discussed. 
 
Academic Disputation 
These observations can be detailed through an examination of changing thought 
patterns; and specifically the development of educational institutions. Before 
                                                             
4
 -RKQ*X\µ7KH5KHWRULFRI&RXQVHOLQ(DUO\0RGHUQ(QJODQG¶LQ'DOH+RDNHG Tudor Political 
Culture (Cambridge, 1995), pp. 292-3; Colclough, Freedom of Speech, p. 3. 
5
 See Colclough, Freedom of Speech, p. 3.  
6
 *X\ µ5KHWRULFRI&RXQVHO¶S Francis Bacon, %DFRQ¶V(VVD\V ZLWK$QQRWDWLRQV, ed. Richard 
Whately, 3rd edn (London, 1857), pp. 192-3. 
7




Varieties of British Political Thought, 1500-1800 (Cambridge, 1993), p. 99. 
14 
approaching the universities directly, however, it should be noted that other 
establishments were shaping modes of debate along different, but recognisable, lines. 
The inns of court, where a growing number of young gentlemen were taught legal 
skills and knowledge, are one such example: Wilfrid Prest notes that legal awareness 
was seen as imporWDQW WR D JHQWOHPDQ¶V HGXFDWLRQ but in addition, the perceived 
benefits of time at the inns included training in argumentative techniques, from a 
different perspective to that of the universities.9 7KHµPRRW¶ a form of mock trial, was 
a central exercise, strikingly reminiscent of academic disputation: the questions were 
carefully framed beforehand and the arguments formally set out, although the format 
varied between institutions.10 Again, a comparison with public religious disputation 
shows that, procedurally, the latter had as much in common with secular modes of 
discourse as with other forms of controversy ± again, it proves more than just a face-
to-face version of pamphlet polemic, or an extension of academic forms into a µSXEOLF¶
sphere. 0RUHRYHU WKH LQQV¶ UROH LQ HGXFDWLQJ WKH JHQWU\ FDUULHG structured debate 
further than the universities alone might have done.11 
 The universities were, however, the home of µdisputation¶LQWKHformal sense, 
and the training ground of most clerical disputants. Aside from their direct link with 
disputation, they were simply a dynamic intellectual environment, and an introduction 
to their development should preface any study of the mechanics of controversy. As 
McConica notes 2[IRUG DQG &DPEULGJH KHOG µD YLUWXDO PRQRSRO\ of clerical 
HGXFDWLRQ¶: new clergymen being appointed almost exclusively from graduate ranks 
by the sixteenth century.12 Thus, they represent the shared intellectual background of 
most educated controversialists. And indeed, the work of Ann Moss might lead us to 
include divines educated abroad, as changes in approach moved independent of 
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religious turmoil, and the pagan origins of many an academic text secured it from the 
upheavals of the Reformation.13 Beyond (QJODQG¶V universities, there was a shared 
classical and biblical heritage, from which all sides could draw their examples.14 In 
England, tKHXQLYHUVLWLHV¶ UROH LQ clerical education was one of their most important 
functions, and in disputation the training they offered was particularly significant. 
Their curriculum, µHUXGLWH PRUDOLVWLF DQG SXEOLF VSLULWHG¶, was a perfect breeding 
ground for controversialists, combining knowledge with a grounding in ordered, 
persuasive discourse.15 
 But the XQLYHUVLWLHV¶VLJQLILFDQFHto public disputation is most apparent where 
the role of such debate in academic life is considered. Disputation was a cornerstone 
of any student¶s progress: its influence can be seen in the structure of textbooks and in 
student notebooks.16 Mack has detailed the Cambridge statutes of 1570, which 
UHTXLUHG%$FDQGLGDWHVµWRGLVSXWHWZLFHLQWKHSXEOLFVFKRROVDQGWRUHVSRQGWZLFHLQ
FROOHJH¶over their four years of studyDQG0$VWXGHQWVµWRUHVSRQGWKUHHWLPHVWRD
PDVWHUWRUHVSRQGWZLFHLQGLVSXWDWLRQVLQKDOODQGWRGHFODLPRQFH¶; and there were 
similar requirements at Oxford.17 McConica describes µWKH UHOHQWOHVV SUHVVXUH RI
GLVSXWDWLRQ¶ arguing that college teaching revolved around preparation for these 
debates.18 As Mordechai Feingold describes it WKH IRUPDW UHJXODWHG µdiscourse and 
H[DPLQDWLRQ¶ IRU D VWXGHQW¶V FRXUVH RI VWXG\.19 It should also be noted that while 
students were subjected to disputation throughout their studies, the Act at Oxford and 
the Cambridge Commencement ± held annually ± brought the practice into a more 
public environment. 
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These exercises continued into the seventeenth century, though by its 
midpoint, critics of the universities were beginning to view them as opportunities for 
logical wrangling, and a hindrance to truth and learning.20 Similar views were voiced 
in public religious disputations in the 1620s, but the continued predominance of 
formal debate within the academic sphere maintained their structure and vitality.21 As 
long as disputation retained its all-consuming academic role, its architecture was 
ingrained into educated divines, and this goes a long way toward explaining its ± at 
times contradictory ± use in the demanding realm of controversy.  
 
Intellectual and Educational Developments 
Aside from noting their disputation requirements, it remains to be shown how the 
universities shaped the culture of discourse and debate in early modern England, and 
how their influence changed across the period under discussion. 0DFN¶VRXWOLQHRIWKH
skill-set taught at Oxford and Cambridge ± including µDUJXPentation and the 
V\OORJLVP¶DQG µWDFWLFV IRUGLVSXWDWLRQ¶ ± provides an insight into their programmes, 
but it should be emphasised that the curriculum was not static.22 Changes in teaching 
methods ± indeed, in the manner in which knowledge and education were perceived ± 
were constantly occurring. In the mid-sixteenth century, there had been a reaction 
against medieval teaching practices, fuelled by the advance of humanism; but 
subsequent developments were more complex, often flowing back on themselves.23 At 
the most basic level, humanist ideas represented a revolt against medieval scholastic 
thought and argument, particularly its perception of (and reliance upon) Aristotle. 
More generally, it was a movement away from the potentially circuitous arts of logic 
towards those of literature ± which in terms of discourse and debate meant an 
emphasis on persuasion, and the pursuit of truth through discussion, rather than strict 
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logical forms.24 McConica has traced the humanist advance through undergraduate 
reading lists, in the use of rediscovered classical works (new attitudes drew heavily on 
Cicero) and writers like Erasmus and Rudolph Agricola.25 For the humanists, 
µdLVFRXUVH¶ was something of a preoccupation: most explicitly, Feingold notes their 
consolidation of language, rhetoric and logic within a unified µart of GLVFRXUVH¶ with 
persuasion ± crucially for religious debate ± as their primary collective function.26 
 7KLVSKUDVH µWKHDUWRIGLVFRXUVH¶ LV UHPLQLVFHQWRI WKHZRUNRIDQRWKHUNH\
figure in Renaissance thought ± the French educational reformer and erstwhile 
Protestant martyr Pierre de la Ramée. The phrase was &LFHUR¶V, adopted by Ramus in 
an effort to improve educational practice.27 Much like the humanists5DPXV¶concern 
was to make education, and the subjects taught, clearer and more relevant; but 
although he was eager to reduce the formal aspects of logic, commentators on Ramism 
frequently note its similarities to medieval scholasticism.28 5DPXV¶ approach was 
more conservative than thHKXPDQLVWV¶VKLIW LQHPSKDVLVan effort to simplify logical 
structures, rather than emphasise the persuasive arts; and it was this more subtle (but 
potentially clumsy) approach that detracted from its appeal in England.29 5DPXV¶
conversion from Catholicism and death in the 6W %DUWKRORPHZ¶V 'D\ PDVVDFUH, his 
ZRUNV¶blend of scripture with classical writers, his methods¶ perceived independence 
from human invention and his apparent preoccupation with dichotomies all held a 
fascination for reformed controversialists, but his ideas did not take firm root in 
academia.30 Several RI WKH SHULRG¶V PRUH SURPLQHQW HGXFDWRUV DQG divines (some of 
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them disputants noted below) were critical of his approach: John Rainolds, a paragon 
of Christian humanism, was an adherent of the scholar Juan Luis Vives, and ± though 
he praised 5DPXV¶faith and the benefits of his work in preaching ± expressed concern 
about a number of his ideas.31 The reaction of John Case was similar.32 5DLQROGV¶
pupil Daniel Featley, a student at Corpus Christi whilst early debates on Ramism were 
dying away in the 1600s, attacked its advocates with a self-assured metaphor worthy 
of any of his later disputations: they hid, he statedLQWKHLUPDVWHU¶VVKDGRZIRUµWKH\
FRXOG QRWEHDU WKH FOHDU VXQOLJKWRI VFLHQFH¶33 Richard Montagu and Francis Bacon 
FULWLFLVHG 5DPXV¶ KDELWXDO DEULGJHPHQW DQG WKH UHDFWLRQ DJDLQVW his use of 
dichotomies has been exhaustively catalogued.34 But the impact of Ramism is perhaps 
best expressed by Feingold: its appeal, he argues, was short-lived among the 
Protestant majority in English academia, and was soon overtaken by humanism; an 
µHPHUJHQW PRRG RI LQWHOOHFWXDO FRQILGHQFH DQG UHVSHFW IRU WUXH OHDUQLQJ¶ ,Q this 
context, the relative conservatism RI 5DPXV¶ UHIRUPV rendered them partially 
irrelevant, his beneficial ideas ± such as his clear concept of systematic µmethod¶ ± 
EHLQJµVLOHQWO\DGRSWHG¶35 
 But how, then, does Ramus have a bearing on the SHULRG¶Vintellectual climate? 
And what is his relevance to public religious disputation? Disputation was, after all, a 
scholastic exercise, cited by Vives (and Ramus himself) as the one remaining use for 
scholastic forms.36 As ostensibly a more streamlined form of scholasticism, it might 
seem inevitable that Ramism had an impact on the practice, at the least for its 
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adherents; but given the range of criticism amongst prominent scholars and disputants, 
and the humanist position of men like Rainolds, this relationship ought not be 
overstated. Instead, Ramism should be seen as a symptom of the intellectual climate; 
and not one debilitating enough to have an immediate impact in the universities. It was 
an effort to improve unwieldy scholastic practices at a time when there was a growing 
reliance upon open discourse, and to clarify logical forms in direct competition with 
the notion that truth could be defended ± or probable truth obtained ± through fluid, 
rational debate. Disputation was a scholastic form; but Ramism had little effect on it, 
because the disputants themselves were not bound to scholasticism. Moreover, the 
most influential aspects of Ramism ± those adopted by puritans for the lecture and 
pulpit ± were less applicable where arguments were being directly contested.37 
 
Logic and Rhetoric 
In terms of the experience of public religious disputation, the SHULRG¶V intellectual 
climate is best examined not through the trends competing for academic influence, but 
in the common tools disputants had access to. While the performances of individual 
divines might show their reliance on humanist persuasion, scholastic wrangling or 
structured Ramist categories (to resort to contemporary stereotypes), developments in 
the practice itself can be identified and described more cogently through changes in 
logic and rhetoric.  
Despite the shifting intellectual ideals of the period, formal logic retained its 
position in academic study and debate.38 Indeed, it may well have been buoyed by the 
omnipresence of disputation in teaching and examination. Ong has made this 
connection: Aristotelianism thrived ± and, to an extent, Ramist logic developed ± 
partly because of disputation, which µthrust... abstruse speculation into active 
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confrontation with living and present adversaries¶.39 To take the example of the 
syllogism ± a cornerstone of formal logic ± Quirinus Breen noted that despite its 
µEXUGHQVRPH¶QDWXUHDVDmode of discourse, in disputation it provided both adversary 
and audience with a clear, full description RI RQH¶V DUJXPHQW40 Thus, to reach a 
logical conclusion, the wrangling for which scholasticism was so often condemned 
was not the fault of any process, but that of the user; and in addition, problems raised 
by its public application were less significant within academia. The survival of formal 
logic thus provides evidence of what McConica describes as an µHFOHFWLF¶FXOWXUH in 
the universities, fuelled by competing public and academic needs.41 This conflict is 
writ large in public religious debate, but the point to be emphasised here is that logic 
form continued to play a significant role in the universities, despite humanist concerns 
about its efficacy and beauty. 
Although the role of logic within disputation will be considered in more detail 
below, the connection between the two must be explored further. Following the 
suggestions of Ong and Breen, it is interesting to note that critics of formal logic made 
exceptions when it came to structured debate. *LYHQWKHSHULRG¶VLQFUHDVHG focus upon 
clear, open discourse, and the growing public application of disputation, its retention 
of logic form makes the practice a curiosity, and through the seventeenth century 
increasingly left it open to criticism. Aesthetic concerns about the effectiveness of 
forms like the syllogism were joined by doubts as to their validity; and yet, formal 
debate continued to play a part in the major discussions of the day.42 Here, the 
influence of the universities should be emphasised: disputation beyond their walls was 
often an imperfect reflection of the events still taking place inside, and their retention 
of structured logic is a prime example. The use of these techniques in so public a 
phenomenon as µSURIHVVLRQDO¶religious debate ± not to mention the printed accounts 
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that often followed ± can be explained, in part, through their perceived weight and 
precision; but it was also encouraged by their roots in academic custom. Where 
µdisputation¶, in the proper sense, was concerned, they were simply part of the 
package. 
While the use of logical structures thus remained a relative constant, the same 
cannot be said of rhetoric. Developments in this topic were occurring over and above 
WKHKXPDQLVWV¶emphasis on persuasion, and doing so in a manner that sheds light on 
the changing culture of discourse. In 1961, Wilbur Samuel Howell illustrated one such 
movement with reference to a key figure in Elizabethan controversy: in the 1540s, 
whilst serving as praelector in humanities and rhetoric at Corpus Christi, Oxford, John 
Jewel delivered an oration attacking what he saw to be the new meaning of rhetoric: 
that speech be constructed in a manner µV\VWHPDWLFDOO\RSSRVHGWRRUGLQDU\KDELWVRI
FRPPXQLFDWLRQ¶43 
 
For if in speaking we seek... that we may be understood by others with 
whom we deal, who can discover a better mode of speech than to speak 
intelligibly, simply, and clearly? What need of art? What need of childish 
ornaments? ... Truth, indeed, is clear and simple; it has small need of the 
armament of the tongue or of eloquence. If it is perspicuous and plain, it 
has enough support in itself; it does not require flowers of artful speech.44 
 
7KLV µRXWEXUVW¶ reflects a minority opinion, and with the advance of humanism it 
would remain so for some time.45 But Jewel was not the sole example; and humanism 
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itself was not concerned exclusively with style. Already, its emphasis on rhetoric 
above Aristotelian logic showed DGHVLUHWREHFORVHUWRµWKHUK\WKPVRIVSHHFK¶46 
The KXPDQLVWV¶ rediscovery of a great many classical texts had placed a new 
emphasis on stylised rhetorical figures; but with it came an increased focus on 
practical application ± the propriety of rhetoric for specific forms of discourse.47 Brian 
Vickers argues that this emphasis on practicality waVµWKHPRVWGLVWLQFWLYHIHDWXUH¶RI
the re-introduction of classical works, noting the importance humanists placed on 
UKHWRULF¶V µUROH LQ VRFLHW\¶48 In counterpoint to Jewel, Vives claimed ± with 
characteristic moral focus ± WKDW µ>QRWKLQJ LV@ PRUH DGYDQWDJHRXV WR KXPDQ VRFLHW\
than well-formed and well-GHYHORSHG ODQJXDJH¶49 The debate was over what, 
SUHFLVHO\µZHOO-IRUPHG¶PHDQW 
/HQGLQJ LPPHGLDF\ WR WKH KXPDQLVWV¶ practical and moral imperatives, and 
vital to the purpose of public religious disputation, was a new awareness of the will, 
and of the emotional power rhetoricians could wield. As Vives put it in the 1530s:  
 
in man the highest law and government are at the disposal of will. To the 
will, reason and judgement are assigned as counsellors, and the emotions 
are its torches. Moreover, the emotions of the mind are enflamed by the 
sparks of speech. So, too, the reason is impelled and moved by speech. 
Hence it comes to pass that, in the whole kingdom of the activities of 
man, speech holds in its possession a mighty strength which it 
continually manifests.50 
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This offers more than a simple justification for the humanistV¶ emphasis on rhetoric: it 
gives an explanation, from one perspective, of the SHULRG¶Vculture of discourse. Vives 
is describing personal judgement as a microcosm of discourse ± µWKHZKROHNLQJGRP
of the activitiHVRIPDQ¶± and doing so in terms as familiar to students of religious and 
political history as to those examining Renaissance oratory. In this period, rhetoric 
was adapting through social and political use, and its application in religious debate 
was changing along similar lines.51  
 
The Universities in Religious Discourse 
The growth of Renaissance humanism was not the only development occurring in this 
period. Indeed, the rejection of Aristotle and medieval scholasticism has been joined 
or replaced by educational historians with an emphasis on their survival, beside, or 
combined with, humanist approaches.52 Neither mode of thought was simple enough 
for the two to have been mutually exclusive, and each informed and influenced the 
other. McConica has examined the survival of Aristotle in university teaching, his 
work on Tudor Oxford building up a detailed image of the µHFOHFWLF¶environment in 
which divines were educated ± an environment with persistent ties to medieval 
precedents.53 This refinement was also apparent in continental schools.54 
The impact of these institutions on the culture of discourse and climate of 
controversy in England cannot, however, be expressed in purely theoretical or 
educational terms. Far from being an isolated environment, the universities were 
closely tied to political institutions, and naturally engaged with religious disputes. In 
&DVHGHVFULEHG2[IRUGDQG&DPEULGJHDVµWKHH\HVRIWKHVWDWHDQGFKXUFK¶, and 
although this was prescriptive more than a comment on reality, it does indicate the 
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perceived intensity of the connection.55 Royal counsellors were often named 
chancellor to one of the universities (in the reign of Elizabeth, these included the Earl 
of Leicester and Sir Christopher Hatton at Oxford, and William Cecil at Cambridge), 
and there are frequent instances of the monarch or Privy Councillors exerting control 
over one or both institutions.56 On Oxford, S. L. Greenslade has detailed the methods 
of control available to the state, up to the statutory changes made with each phase of 
the Tudor succession.57 The reason for this need for control is clear: Jennifer Loach 
notes a complaint from the Council in 1581 WKDWµPRVWRIWKHVHPLQDULH3ULHVWVZKLFK
at this present disturbe this Churche have ben heretofore schollers of [Oxford]¶ 
although Penry Williams argues that by this time µWKHEDWWOHDJDinst the Catholics¶ in 
the universities µhad been won¶.58 
The influence of these institutions must, therefore, be considered on several 
fronts. In a real and direct way, they shaped the tones and technicalities of 
contemporary discourse; but they also formed part of its broader context. As noted 
above, they were a dynamic intellectual environment, in which all manner of topics ± 
including the most important issues of the day ± were confronted. The JRYHUQPHQW¶V
need to keep watch over them was reflective of their dual role in the culture of 
discourse: as a training ground for officials, educators and clergymen, and as a setting 
for educated discussion; a semi-public amphitheatre in which arguments, including 
religious controversies, were played out.59 Thus, many of the conditions informing 
public religious disputation, beyond the formDW¶V home in academia, can be traced 
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through these institutions; from the advance of humanist persuasion and the survival 
of formal logic to the political immediacy of post-Reformation theology. The 
universities provided public religious disputation with theory and technique, but also 
with energy and life: the buildings in which John Rainolds disputed still harboured 
memories of the Marian trials.60 
 
Literary Discourse 
Finally, some mention should be made of the literary manifestations of the SHULRG¶V
culture of discourse; specifically, the fictional dialogue. The form will be discussed 
further in relation to disputation accounts, as there are fascinating parallels to be 
drawn between the two; but here, its popularity should be noted.61 As C. J. R. 
Armstrong argues IROORZLQJ&DUROXV6LJRQLXV¶ De Dialogo of 1562, its ascendancy 
must be considered in relation to prevailing intellectual modes.62 Forms of dialogue 
had been produced through the medieval period, the most basic religious 
manifestation being the catechism (as Ian Green observes, an oral exercise written up 
for greater distribution and effect).63 But humanists latched on to the classical dialogue 
± a trend reflected in the increased variety and volume of such works in the sixteenth 
century.64 Virginia Cox, in considering the popularity of the Renaissance dialogue, 
makes an intriguing point in suggesting that µZKHQHYer any age adopts on a wide scale 
DIRUPZKLFKVRH[SOLFLWO\µVWDJHV¶WKHDFWRIFRPPXQLFDWLRQLWLVEHFDXVHWKDWDFWKDV
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for some reason, come to be perceived as problematic¶, an argument borne out here by 
the types of material presented in this manner.65 A large number of religious works 
were written in this form ± demonstrating, when &R[¶s argument is extended, the need 
for religious discourse in this period of contested, starkly theoretical ideas.66 This is a 
simplification. But although R. R. McCutcheon is quick to separate fictional dialogues 
µOHLVXUHO\DQGDPLFDEOH¶IURPpublic disputation µUHJXODWHGDQGDQWDJRQLVWLF¶ it is 
the contention of this thesis that, where religion was concerned, the same ideas and 
needs fuelled both forms.67 Francis Savage urged the latter mode within an instance of 
the former.68 Moreover, the popularity of the dialogue, its mechanics and its use for 
more than religious instruction are of great interest here, as the genre does for 
disputation accounts what other types of debate have for the disputations themselves: 
call attention to language, form and techniques, and tie them to something more 
fundamental than pamphlet polemic.  
 
Thus, both public religious disputation and accounts thereof can be placed in a wider 
context than their current historiography permits. In either form, these events are more 
than instances of academic practice or religious polemic: they emerged from a culture 
of discourse that was being continually adapted and re-thought as institutions and 
individuals tried to perfect their arguments and address an increasingly engaged 
public. This last may be the most important point to make: Howell observed the 
contemporary perception of rhetoric DV µWKH WKHRU\ RI FRPPXQLFDWLRQ EHWZHHQ WKH
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learned and the lay worOGRUEHWZHHQH[SHUWDQG OD\PDQ¶, in contrast to the learned 
mode of formal logic, and it is from attitudes like this that one might posit the spread 
of education as a factor behind WKH SHULRG¶V concern with discourse.69 Like the 
humanistV¶ move towards rhetoric, it cannot be seen as an isolated or causal 
phenomenon: these ideas were reactions to changing demands upon the intellectual 
world. Equally, changes in public religious disputation were not a predictable 
expression of religious divisions; they were a result of intellectual ideals and a 
growing popular consciousness reacting to religious divisions. The distinction is a 
subtle one, but vitally important. 
 
Religious Controversy: Written Polemic 
These observations can now be applied to religious polemic. Though frequently 
depicted (and studied) en masse, controversy took many forms, from pamphlets and 
longer works to pulpit sermonising and disputation. In some cases, arguments were 
pursued in letter exchanges.70 All of these activities can, of course, be described as 
manifestations of discourse; and this is particularly true given the personal nature of 
writing in this period. As can be seen in counsel, the classical and Renaissance 
description of writing as an active endeavour was crucial to the relationship between 
controversy and discourse.71 In this period, writing was moving further into a µpublic' 
sphere, but retained its language of direct interaction; and thus all polemic should be 
examined in discursive terms. The question is how new modes of argument and 
expression made their presence felt in this field. It has been suggested that the 
prevalence of controversy can be attributed, in part, to the intellectual climate in which 
it was produced, and this statement can now be expanded upon.  
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First, a good portion of the tone and direction of controversy stemmed from 
the moral dichotomies of the Renaissance. The KXPDQLVWV¶moral emphasis, combined 
with developing forms of argument (and the divisions inherent in post-Reformation 
clerical life) encouraged a world in which merit was if not defined, at least explained 
LQRSSRVLWLRQWRRQH¶VDGYHUVDULHVWith the rest of Europe, England had developed an 
epideictic literary culture, habitually employing the language of praise and blame. 
Renaissance thought was preoccupied with the position of humanity between clear 
positive and negative characteristics, and with this came a tendency to use absolute 
labels.72 When a society united by this mode of thought and expression was divided on 
a topic as vital as religion, a storm of polemical attack and counter-attack was almost 
inevitable. Again, there are deeper trends than simply the religious at work ± the 
influence of dichotomy and epideictic language was intimately connected with the 
oppositional self-image of the reformed churches. 
 It is also possible to trace specific academic forms in written controversy. 
Criticism oI DQ RSSRQHQW¶V ORJLFDO HUURUV was a common feature in polemic: Peter 
Lake, in discussing the clash between Archbishop Whitgift and the puritan Thomas 
Cartwright in the 1590s (rivals at Cambridge, now risen to be controversial opponents) 
identifies µORJLF DQG OHDUQLQJ¶ DV D point of agreement. Both were defending µWKHLU
VWDQGLQJDVPHQRIOHDUQLQJDQGVFKRODUVKLS¶and logical inconsistencies were as open 
to DWWDFNDV µLQFRUUHFW¶ WKHRORJ\ Again, iQ /DNH¶V estimation, this resulted from the 
prevalence of disputation in the universities, combined with a reliance upon biblical 
truth.73 Pamphlet polemic also exhibited aspects of disputation itself; replies to 
opposing works were often presented in an approximation of dialogue form, 
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reproducing WKHLU RSSRQHQWV¶ DUJXPHQWV IRU FRQIXWDWLRQ. Thus, not only was formal, 
public disputation a unique phenomenon; its techniques actually informed 
controversial writing. In describing the disputes of her own period of interest, Hughes 
offers a similar point: 
 
These incidents remind us that the pamphlets and other sources used by 
modern scholars to discuss the issues that divided English Protestants 
after 1640 were not themselves the products of detached, study-based 
academic debate... it is important that many pamphlet-controversies had 
their origins in direct physical confrontations and debates between 
adherents of different religious positions.74 
 
The relative neglect of public disputation in prior work on religious controversy thus 
seems inexplicable. Controversy reflected the SHULRG¶Vculture of discourse as much as 
its religious divisions, and in its ties with disputation ± direct and, through academic 
training, incidental ±the field is explicitly rooted in that former trend. 
One aspect of the intellectual climate remains to be considered: the conflict 
between human learning and faith. Mack notes a µGLVWUXVW¶ RI SDJDQ FXOWXUH DPRQJ
Christian thinkers, further describing a conflict between the social mobility provided 
by education and the godly emphasis on a SUHGHVWLQHG µHOLWH¶.75 These models are 
somewhat heavy-handed, particularly given the enthusiasm for pre-Christian 
authorities and forms shown by reformed disputants, but there is some truth in them. 
John Morgan traced the debate back to the Church Fathers: Augustine stood for the 
use of learning in defending the church, while Tertullian argued for its rejection, as 
damaging to faith.76 Expanding on these positions, Thomas More argued that reason 
was not alone enough for scriptural interpretation, and Erasmus elevated µEHOLHIDQG
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LQVSLUDWLRQ¶ LQ preaching.77 These positions continued to develop through the late 
sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries, and can be traced in accounts of disputation 
and controversy more generally. When William Charke and Meredith Hanmer agreed 
in principle to engage Campion in debate in 1580, all sides insisted that the arguments 
eschew µQDWXUDOO DQG PRUDOO UHDVRQ JUHDW QRXUVHV RI $WKHLVPH DQG KHUHVLH¶; and 
William Whitaker ± again writing in opposition to Campion ± rejected reason as a sole 
basis for determining religious questions.78 These attitudes were not always followed, 
certainly by the disputDWLRQV¶HYLGHQFH, but any use of logical dexterity in controversy 
left itself open to such criticism ± a weakness frequently exploited in public debate.  
Beyond an acceptance of its limitations, positions on the role and efficacy of 
learning varied with theological standpoint. The humanists elevated classical learning 
and ideals as the foundation of most human endeavour, but as the period progressed 
this involved a separation of learning from religion. For the godly, any emphasis on 
human ability was qualified by the Calvinist conception of justification: knowledge 
and understanding were necessary, but faith came by revelation. Thus, learning and 
reason were vital preparatory and defensive tools, but their role in religious debate 
remained in doubt.79 Remarkably, this situation is qualified by Morgan with reference 
to educational influences, disputation again offering the best example. Reason was not 
wholly rejected by reformers, even for interpreting scripture, partly because of their 
academic training: they had a clear set of tools for understanding and argument, and 
were not prepared to abandon them.80 Thus, as the disputations considered here 
demonstrate, the question of learning in controversy often became one of nuance and 
polemic: as Morgan notes SXULWDQV µKDPPHUHG DW WKRVH ZKR WKH\ EHOLHYHG KDG
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attempWHGWRUHGXFHUHOLJLRQWRPHUHLQWHOOHFWXDOHQGHDYRXU¶81 In religious argument, 
the role of human learning and reason ultimately came down to faith: they were potent 
defensive tools when appropriated to show the truth of RQH¶V RZQ SRVLWLRQ EXW
dangerous aUWLILFHLQWKHKDQGVRIRQH¶VDGYHUVDULHV82 
 
Religious Controversy: Public Disputation 
It is now possible to look directly at public religious disputation. Although the phrase 
itself still needs to be clarified, we must first consider attitudes toward all religious 
debate. Before these events can be placed in context, we must pursue the concerns 
above, and ask how such face-to-face encounters were possible in post-Reformation 
England. For the clearest opening discussion of these questions, we must return to 
Thomas More. McCutcheon describes his Dialogue Concerning Heresies DVµDVRUWRI
PRRWGLVSXWDWLRQ¶EXWnotes that More ± despite his humanist allegiance to discourse ± 
advised moderation when dealing with religious topics.83 Heresy, from 0RUH¶V
position, undermined discourse. The Dialogue argues that debate is only necessary 
where doctrine LV µGRXWIXOO DQG DPE\JXRXVH¶: where self-evident truth is concerned, 
VXSSRUWLQJ DUJXPHQWV VHHP µP\VWUXVWIXOO DQG ZDYHU\QJ¶, and opposing it is by 
definition a lost cause.84 This issue plagued many public disputations, often resulting 
in a contested outcome or stalemate ± though historical and doctrinal arguments were 
possible, the participants were at odds in their most basic assumptions. Thus, as 
McCutcheon describes it, the purpose of a dispute µFRPHV WR VHHP SV\FKRORJLFDO
less to establish consensus than to keep identities separate¶, a view than can be tied to 
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critiques (with hindsight) of polemic.85 To an extent, then, it can be argued that 
controversial religion undermined the humanist belief in discourse: divines were, for 
the most part, defending absolute (rather than seeking probable) truth. But to dismiss 
the belief entirely would be to overlook the conflicting needs and nature of faith, and 
the purpose of debate as perceived ± and stated ± by contemporaries.  
 More subversive than the practicalities of debate were the dangers of 
interaction with heretics, which might confer legitimacy or ± worse ± risk 
conversion.86 Separation was urged by Protestant writers, but such advice could not 
always be adhered to. Indeed, it is somewhat contradictory in the context of 
constructing a reformed identity.87 On the Catholic side, there were similar warnings 
against public discussion; but here Questier finds that exceptions were made for 
priests, who µmight confer because the conference would seem, on account of their 
learning, to be a disputation¶88 Moreover, 4XHVWLHU¶V account of the Catholic 
viewpoint, with 0F&RRJ¶V ZRUN RQ Jesuit training and a comparable Protestant 
attitude, suggests that all were aware of the imperatives in controversy noted above.89 
Direct confrontation was undoubtedly seen as a danger; but for learned divines it was 
a necessary one. Thus, while a comparison of outward caution with the prevalence of 
cross-confessional disputation paints a contradictory picture, the reality appears to 
have been one of intelligent moderation: care and learning were required; with an 
aZDUHQHVV RI RQH¶V RSSRQHQWV DQG ± above all else ± faith. It should also be 
remembered that these efforts were seen to have benefits as well as dangers.  
It has now become vital to offer DFOHDUGHILQLWLRQRIWKHWHUPµGLVSXWDWLRQ¶, to 
place these debates more precisely in context, and consider them in relation to events 
that might, on the surface, appear similar. Despite the linguistic vagueness of both 
contemporary accounts and more recent works, a precise delineation of the word will 
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be necessary to establish the boundaries of this study. µDLVSXWDWLRQ¶ EHQHILWV LQ WKLV
regard from its academic connections: though its rules and structures could vary 
beyond university walls, the academic form offers a clear definition within that 
context.90 A degree of caution must, however, be observed when the term is 
encountered in contemporary works, as there are numerous instances of it being 
applied to unstructured debate. Even John Ley, whose 1658 Discourse of Disputations 
gives a catalogue of formal encounters (and whose definition will be referenced 
below), thought fit to include the 'HYLO¶VWHPSWDWLRQRI&KULVt in Matthew 4:1-11 and 
Luke 4:1-13 as an example of the practice ± an attitude that, whilst understandable, 
GUDPDWLFDOO\ EURDGHQV WKH ZRUG¶V contemporary definition.91 With this in mind, 
KRZHYHU µGLVSXWDWLRQ¶ ZLOO KHQFHIRUWK EH XVHG DV D comparatively precise term, for 
encounters that, in their form and language, resembled the disputants¶ academic 
experiences. As the next chapter will demonstrate, the academic definition can, for 
these events, be viewed as an archetype or ideal. 
 TKHZRUGµFRQIHUHQFH¶ must also be considered. It maintained something in the 
region of five definitions in this period, one of which was synonymous with formal 
disputation. It was substituted for the latter in the prefaces and titles of many debate 
accounts; conceivably because it was thought to appeal to a wider audience.92 Beyond 
this, there were µconferences¶ that reflect modern usage of the term (administrative 
and political meetings, and academic interactions without formal debate), and 
encounters that comprised little more than private conversations. The word is not 
specific enough, therefore, to be used as a defining term for these events: even recent 
historians have been forced, by the vagueness of their material, to offer definitions so 
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broad as to be meaningless for a detailed study.93 Its use here is further complicated by 
the existence of those conferences including, but not equal to, disputation: Hampton 
Court, for example, consisted of formal debate interspersed with other types of 
encounter.94 Of course, any XVHRIµFRQIHUHQFH¶LQWKLVSHULRGKDVDQDGGitional degree 
of complication in its puritan associations: beyond the exchanges included in their 
prophesyings and combination lectures, puritans expanded the term to cover their 
organisational groupings, as described by Collinson.95 Thus, any precise use of 
µFRQIHUHQFH¶ZDV ORQJ DJRFODLPHG E\ KLVWRULDQV RI WKHSXULWDQ PRYHPHQWDQG here 
the term can never be more than a catch-all for public disputations and a multitude of 
comparable occurrences. 
The prophesyings are themselves an interesting case, and their relationship 
with the practice of disputation must be examined before lines can be drawn and 
events considered for inclusion here. Their format could vary considerably, but it is 
worth noting the observation of John Scory, a Marian exile who experienced them on 
WKH FRQWLQHQW µ, WKRXJKW P\VHOI WR KDYH EHHQ LQ WKH GLYLQLW\ GLVSXWDWLRQV DW WKH
&RPPHQFHPHQW WLPH LQ &DPEULGJH¶96 Though some were given to sermons or 
congregational discussion, prophesyings could take on a form reminiscent of 
disputation, or include such debate as part of their programme. Collinson, with John 
Craig and Brett Usher, notes that such events often concluded ZLWKµSULYDWHFRQIHUHQFH
DPRQJWKHPLQLVWHUV¶VRPHWLPHV± as could happen with disputation ± over dinner.97 
This emphasis on private conference should also be considered. Before the 1570s, 
prophesyings and related exercises in England were wholly clerical, in a deliberate 
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avoidance of debate µEHIRUH WKH XQOHDUQHG¶98 But as this changed, a key difference 
emerged between these events and public disputation. Whilst many disputations ± 
particularly in (OL]DEHWK¶Vreign ± were sanctioned by the state, the prophesyings were 
seen as potentially subversive. Collinson argues WKDWµWKHSRSXODUHOHPHQWZDVDlways 
the Achilles heel¶ of these events; but in public religious disputation ± arranged to 
persuade and edify, in the face of certain error ± the public element was, for those in 
power, the point.99 
The SXULWDQV¶congregational debates raise a more basic question of definition. 
It was noted above that VRPH GHILQHG µdisputation¶ as debate between clerical 
participants; but how, then, do we classify those occasions where a minister was 
questioned by his congregation? In addition, if the criterion of academic form is too 
rigidly adhered to, might useful events be overlooked? It could be argued that there is 
no great difference between spontaneous clerical disputations and debate with or 
between laymen: at a 1626 encounter between Featley and the Jesuit Thomas Everard, 
the first question was posed by their host, Viscountess Falkland; and in 1582, Whitgift 
was ordered to engage lay recusants in conference to publicly answer their concerns 
(this reflecting an Episcopal duty formalised in the 1570s). Hughes, meanwhile, 
included clerical and lay encounters in her work on seventeenth-century 
disputation.100 
Public religious debates can never be wholly separated from comparable 
events, any more than their accounts can be removed from the category of pamphlet 
polemic. Methods blurred between different types of engagement, and adapted to suit 
immediate needs. Here KRZHYHU µGLVSXWDWLRQ¶ ZLOO EH GHILQHG by two attributes, 
following contemporary distinctions: the learned or clerical status of the participants, 
and ± to a lesser extent ± the format observed. Other types of encounter will be noted, 
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but only in relation to this central block. The goal of this thesis is not to reconsider 
puritan organisations, or to assess attitudes toward all religious discourse in England. 
Instead, the intention is to consider one type of encounter, recognised by 
contemporaries as defined and unique. Despite the problems of definition that need to 
be taken into account, it is the contention of this study that a clear type of event can be 
identified ZLWKWKHWHUPµpublic religious disputation¶ 
 
The aim of this thesis is to consider public or µSURIHVVLRQDO¶UHOLJLRXVdisputation from 
a new direction: as an example of combined intellectual and ideological discourse, in a 
culture of (relatively) open debate. These events were more than just the sum of their 
parts, academic and controversial; they are indicative of changing perceptions of 
discourse, and demonstrate new demands upon the intellectual world, occasioned as 
much by the Renaissance as by the Reformation. With this in mind, the chapters 
below will examine public religious disputation in detail; concentrating first upon the 
technical attributes of the academic form. 
37 
 
Chapter Two: The Disputation Process 
µFor what was the custome of Oxford in this kinde to us... who had by joynt consent 
set downe an other order WREHKHOGLQWKLVGLVSXWDWLRQ"¶1 
 
Before embarking on a fully contextualised study of public religious disputation, it is 
necessary to introduce the mechanics of the practice; to elucidate further the 
categorisations above, and to detail the influence of academic convention. For those 
disputing beyond the XQLYHUVLWLHV¶purview, the rules of disputation were not written in 
stone (although reports of public debate often approximate that conception). Rather, it 
was an intellectual instrument, to be employed as the occasion demanded. Even within 
academia, as Debora Shuger notes, it ZDVµDIRUPDWWKDWXQLYHUVLW\PHQXVed in their 
GRUPV RU DW GLQQHU WR SOD\ DQG ZUHVWOH ZLWK LGHDV¶ as well as a staple of formal 
examination.2 The intention here is not, therefore, to select from the wider world of 
controversy events that conform to the academic structure; rather, it is to trace the 
adaptation of that structure in the context of public religious debate. Noting the 
contemporary propensity for religious conference, James Holleran states that µWKH
DFDGHPLF ZD\ DW WKLV WLPH ZDV DOVR WKH ZD\ RI WKH ZRUOG¶; but in fact, the use of 
formal disputation in this field was not without its difficulties and divergences ± or, 
indeed, some surprising continuities.3 
 The academic process has been examined before. In the 1950s, William 
Costello used accounts and statutes to detail seventeenth-century disputation at 
Cambridge, emphasising its elements of ritual and technique.4 More recently, Shuger 
± in discussing religious controversy within academic disputation ± has given a clear 
RXWOLQH RI WKH IRUP¶V use at Oxford, drawing on further contemporary accounts, 
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alongside the work of Costello and Mark Curtis.5 Those engaging with the practice 
more tangentially, however, content themselves with an outline of the fundamentals, 
typically describing the roles taken, the order for debate, and the choice of topic or 
question.6 As the more detailed studies ± and contemporary sources ± demonstrate, 
there is a great deal more to be said about the process, but these elements are a good 
starting point. Broadly speaking, disputation proceeded along the following lines: a 
respondent, selecting or being given a question, would make an opening statement, 
before defending their position against one or more opponents, who urged arguments 
and authorities to challenge their reasoning. A moderator would then summarise, 
clarifying where necessary, before offering a conclusion.7 Although the precise rituals 
and etiquette varied between levels and institutions, all formal disputation followed 
this pattern; and through it we can begin to trace its application in µSURIHVVLRQDO¶ 
religious debate.8 What is remarkable is the extent to which this process can be 
reconstructed from accounts of public, controversial encounters. Although detailed 
sources exist for academic disputation, accounts of public religious debate form the 
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The Fundamentals: Opponent, Respondent, Moderator and Question 
In the universities, the central roles (opponent and respondent) were to be strictly 
adhered to ± an insistence mirrored in µSURIHVVLRQDO¶ encounters. In the 1620s, the 
minister George Walker reports offering adversaries their choice of role ± as he told 
the Jesuit John Percy in 1623: µ,I\RXEHSOHDVHGWRRSSRVHDQ\VSHFLDOODUWLFOHRIRXU
faith, I will defend it, or if you will take upon you to answer, I will prove against 
you...¶ and a similar (though at times less equitable) adherence to them can be seen 
throughout the period.10 Daniel Featley emphasised equality in the roles, and showed 
firm allegiance to their characteristics, although several of his debates were cut short 
before his turn at responding came.11 Some accounts are, it must be said, more 
concerned with highlighting the roles than others. The radical Protestant divine John 
Field, in reporting the debates staged with Campion in 1581, makes frequent, explicit 
reference to them; as do Walker, Featley and others in the seventeenth century; but 
some events ± such as John 5DLQROGV¶1582 debate with Hart ± are recounted with no 
clear mention of µRSSRQHQW¶RUµUHVSRQGHQW¶.12 Even where it is not expressly stated, 
however, an awareness of the academic format remains, and the roles can be identified 
by their respective attributes. In Rainolds¶DFFRXQWRIthis same debate, the burden of 
proof shifts back and forth with some regularity. Although the respondents¶ points are 
uncharacteristically detailed and the exchanges more fluid, Hart and the rising Oxford 
luminary Rainolds are clearly described as following an adaptation of the formal 
process.13 
More than just an order for proceeding, the roles were markedly different, 
requiring different skills, and each had benefits and limitations. As the party charged 
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with introducing arguments, the opponent could naturally direct the course of a 
debate, and might thus assume a position of authority; but, as Campion was informed 
in 1581, µ,I\RXUFDXVHZHUHJRRGDQG\RXUVNLOOJUHDW\RXPLJKWPDNH LWKDUGHUWR
reply [oppose], then to answere [respond]. For the answerer may with a worde deny 
the proposition, and so, soone take from the replyer all his ZHDSRQV¶14 The roles were 
not, however, truly balanced; nor were they adhered to simply IRUFXVWRP¶s sake. They 
were used tactically: to demonstrate ability and respect for the form, and to control an 
DGYHUVDU\¶V level of involvement. As Featley reminds one RSSRQHQW µ>WKH@
respondent... is not to proove, but to hold and maintaine his own grounds against 
FRQWUDULH RSSRVLWLRQV¶ a means of escape here, but also a shield against extensive 
answers.15 Among &DPSLRQ¶Vrestraints in 1581 was a restriction to the respondent¶V
role, which allowed his adversaries to control topic, content, and methods of 
proceeding; not to mention the extent of his contribution.16 Exploitation of the roles 
was not, however, limited to prison debates; and so pronounced were the differences 
between them in their potential impact on a disputation that when applied with relative 
freedom they could result in remarkable shifts in the balance of power. The most 
significant example is an account of a 1584 debate at Lambeth, in which Archbishop 
Whitgift responds against two puritans, Thomas Sparke and Walter Travers.17 Here, 
Whitgift is placed in an astonishingly restricted position, and his Episcopal authority is 
directly challenged by the procedural authority of his opponents.18 
The main roles are thus an intriguing point of continuity between academic 
and public religious disputation; but in other fundamental aspects the differences are 
more apparent. The moderator was a more dispensable presence, often displaced, 
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through context and purpose, by the audience, a doubting or presiding individual, or a 
more imposing source of authority. Again, the Campion debates provide an excellent 
example: at one, Field reports that William Fulke ± one of the opponents ± called for a 
moderator from the audience; and that when none volunteered the lieutenant of the 
Tower, Owen Hopton, stepped into the role; having once taken it up by default.19 
Thus, the arbiter of good practice was an individual who at the first debate had given a 
first-hand account of the respondenW¶V time at the rack.20 When James I took part in 
controversial debate (at Hampton Court, and before the Countess of Buckingham in 
1622), his royal presence, combined with his own enthusiasm for disputation, 
transformed the part into a restrictive blend of moderator, disputant and ultimate 
authority ± a tragic irony that will be discussed in later chapters.21  
More often, however, the moderator is omitted entirely (as in the case of 
Rainolds and Hart), or the role passes to all or part of the assembled company. The 
latter is particularly true of seventeenth-century debates, occasioned by doubting 
individuals. Here, departure from the academic practice reflects purpose: a mark of its 
use in more immediate surroundings. By his own account of his disputation with 
Percy, :DONHUWROGWKH-HVXLWµWKHVHKHDUHUVVKDOO MXGJHRIWKHIRUPHDQGFDUULDJHRI
RXUGLVSXWDWLRQDQGWRZKRPWKHYLFWRU\GRWKEHORQJ¶22 The audience at Lambeth in 
 µDFNQRZOHGJHG¶ arguments, those at the Campion debates are described as 
demonstrating displeasure, and disputants passing between points on numerous 
occasions rhetorically pass them WR µWKH MXGJHPHQW RI WKH OHDUQHG¶ RU WKDW RI WKH
audience.23 In the aftermath of a disputation between Featley and Percy, again in 
1623, the Protestant side were criticised in one Catholic account in that they did not 
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µVDWLVILH WKH -XGLFLRXV 	 XQSDUWLDOO $XGLWRXUV¶24 It is, however, worth noting that 
disputants without a moderator could hearken back to the academic practice when 
faced with poor form. James Ussher, disputing in Dublin Castle in 1600, exclaimedµ,
ZRXOGZHKDGDPRGHUDWRUWRMXGJHRIWKLVGHDOLQJ¶25 
 The real foundation of formal disputation was the question. Topics in public or 
µSURIHVVLRQDO¶ encounters were subject to circumstance, but the respect held for the 
process extended to the sanctity of the question. Disputation, it must be remembered, 
was a long-standing form of reasoning, aside from being an institutional tradition: 
deviation was seen as a cardinal sin.26 ,Q)LHOG¶VDFFRXQWRIthe Campion debates, both 
sides are called back to the question by Hopton.27 At the disputation between Featley 
and Percy, an argument was introduced by Sir Humphrey Lynde, the organiser, that 
ZDV UHMHFWHG DV EHLQJ µQRW QRZ WR WKH TXHVWLRQ¶; and, at a previous event, Featley 
himself reports stating µ, ZLOO QRW QRZ GLJUHVVH IURP WKH TXHVWLRQ¶ DV D SRWHQW, 
justified defence.28 Writing in the aftermath of his debate with Featley, Percy accused 
him of this very fault: he had µno shift, but to divert the disputation from the substance 
RI WKH SURSRVHG 4XHVWLRQ¶. Thus, deviation was accounted both a fundamental error 
and a desperate last resort for the failing disputant.29 
The significance of the question thus remained true to the academic form, but 
the choice of question, in connection with the GLVSXWDQWV¶religious views, highlights 
the disparity of purpose between these events and disputation as academic 
examination. The custom of the universities was for one disputant to select the 
question, usually consisting of a general thesis; but in public religious debate this 
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decision was entirely contextual.30 The Lambeth debate was based around puritan 
objections to the Book of Common Prayer, and Walker admitted offering the same 
µquestions¶ to every priest he encountered: that the Pope was Antichrist, Rome the 
Whore of Babylon, justification by works heretical and Catholic image-worship 
idolatry.31 In 3HUF\¶V debates, the questions were ostensibly raised by doubting 
individuals; but in fact they reflect his own well-documented preoccupations ± the 
relative history and visibility of the Catholic and reformed churches.32 The origins and 
context of their questions thus distinguish these events from controversial disputation 
in the universities. While Shuger notes that the latter µDUHJLYHQDQGWDNHH[FHSWLRQDO
OLEHUWLHV¶ LQ their topics and arguments, she attributes this to format in context: µone 
could never rule out the possibility that the whole business was just play-acting... The 
format entails a systematic ambiguity because its peculiar mix of scripted and 
unscripted elements renders the commitments and motives of the speakers... 
invisible.¶33 That ambiguity is lost, hoZHYHU LQµSURIHVVLRQDO¶religious debate. For a 
Jesuit attacking Protestant visibility, or a minister critiquing the Prayer Book before an 
audience of notables, the format allows flexibility only in terms of tactics and 
presentation in the aftermath: no cloak or deflection of a GLVSXWDQW¶V true position 
exists. This is why, as the chapters below demonstrate, public religious debate is all 
the more extraordinary, and why it was subject to greater control.34 In 1658, Ley¶V
history of religious disputation distinguished its subject from µRUGLQDU\¶ XQLYHUVLW\
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debate µZKHUH WKH FRQWURYHUVLH LV UDWKHU IRUPDOO WKHQ Verious, except when the 
5HVSRQGHQW WDNHWK XSRQ KLP WKH GHIHQFH RI VRPH 3DUDGR[¶35 In these public 
instances, there could be little doubt that both the questions and the disputants were 
serious. 
In accounts of public religious debate, the choice of question was often the 
first target for manipulation, and its formulation and expression could prove a greater 
bone of contention than the arguments themselves. Offering a disputation to Catholics 
held at Wisbech Castle in 1580, William Fulke suggested, by his own account, that 
they should choose WKH TXHVWLRQ µWKHUHE\ LW VKDOO DSSHDUH ZKHWKHU , FRPH
SUHPHGLDWHG¶36 In the debate between Featley and Percy, the nature of the question 
remained in dispute throughout, continuing so in the printed aftermath; Percy arguing, 
µ7KH 4XHVWLRQ EHLQJ PLQH LW SHUWDLQHWK WR PH WR WHO WKH PHDQLQJ¶37 This was a 
contributory factor in the GHEDWH¶V collapse; but it allowed both disputants to level 
accusations of poor practice in subsequent exchanges. At an earlier debate, again 
involving Featley, it was not the question itself that proved contentious, but its lengthy 
expression by the respondent, the priest Richard Smith. Featley accused Smith of 
trying to oppose; but a Catholic report notes 6PLWK¶Vreply ± that he was outlining the 
question as both men had been taught DWXQLYHUVLW\µ'6PLWKWRXOGKLPWKDWKLPVHOIH
was a Doctour of Oxford, and that he (M. Featlie) was a Graduate of the same 
universitie, wherefore there was reason they should observe their universitie-
PDQQHU¶38 Featley¶Vresponse speaks volumes for the relationship between academic 
and public disputation: µYour tiphenie wherewith you cover this skarre in your 
reputation from the custome of Oxford (for the respondent to confirme his Thesis) is 
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too transparent and netlike. For what was the custome of Oxford in this kinde to us... 
who had by joynt consent set downe an other order to be held in this disputation?¶39 
The format¶V fundamentals, then, present a remarkable, at times inconsistent, 
blend of continuity and adaptation. Deviation from the academic format reflected 
participants, setting and ± more importantly ± purpose. The roles and question became 
flexible when released from academic requirements; indeed, they were treated as 
polemical tools to be manipulated. But crucially, these elements ± particularly the 
question ± were also presented as intellectual ideals to be upheld. Whilst reverence 
for, and interpretation of, disputation varied between divines and occasions, the 
fundamentals remained a relative constant. Moreover, their impact on the course and 
import of an event could be substantial, far outstripping that of more detailed 
intellectual manoeuvres.  
 
Arguments and Authorities: Logic Form, Scripture and the Fathers 
It is, however, to the more intricate aspects of logic and authority ± which disputation 
shared with unstructured debate and written controversy ± that we must now turn. In 
formal debate, arguments were framed in set logical structures: the syllogism and 
enthymeme; induction and example.40 In describing academic disputation, Costello 
emphasises its reliance on this mode of reasoning: µWKHRSSRQHQW IROORZVa carefully 
plotted line of syllogisms designed to trap the answerer into a position where he may 
be logically forced, step by step, into admitting the H[DFW RSSRVLWH RI KLV WKHVLV¶41 
While the relationship between public religious disputation and logic form was not a 
simple one, structured arguments were frequently employed in these events. With 
Campion in 1581, this mode of argument naturally followed the allocation of roles: 
Fulke informed WKH -HVXLW µour purpose is not to deale by discourse, but briefely by 
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/RJLFDO DUJXPHQWV DFFRUGLQJ WR WKH RUGHU RI VFKRROV¶42 Offering an µindifferent 
FRQIHUHQFH¶ after Hampton Court, the puritan minister Henry Jacob DVNHG WKDW µWKH
Opponents frame their Arguments in strict forme of Syllogisme only: And that the 
Answerers... answer directly to the premisses, either by denying RUGLVWLQJXLVKLQJ¶43 
Although these cases reflect a polemical appropriation of the process, their assumption 
that logic form was to be respected is significant.  
 This is not, however, to suggest that all divines held the same opinion ± or that 
the use of these structures did not change over time. The Calvinist divine William 
Perkins followed Ramus in his assertion that syllogistic reasoning was only requisite 
in dealing with doubtful assertions RU µFU\SWLFDOO¶ SDUWV RI VFULSWXUH44 The separatist 
Henry Barrow revealed himself to be an outspoken critic of scholasticism in one 
account, lamenting the potential impact of syllogistic reasoning on truth; and 
objections can be found in the seventeenth century in relation to audience and 
purpose.45 The debate between Featley and Percy spawned a discussion about the 
propriety of this type of argument in a public setting; Featley arguing that a µquestion¶ 
± in the formal sense ± necessitated this mode of debate.46 Percy, by contrast, called 
the use of complex forms into question in the face of mixed audiences: a natural 
concern, given changing attitudes toward learning.47 In the accounts considered here, 
logic form is challenged on its incompatibility with fundamental truth, its potential for 
misuse, and its clarity and impact. Looking back on the history of such debate, Ley 
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decided: µIRU/RJLFNO\VWULFW)RUPRI6yllogisme throughout the disputation, it cannot 
EHZHOOREVHUYHGPXFKOHVVLVLWRIQHFHVVLW\WREHUHTXLUHG¶48 
 Featley is the clearest example of a disputant with unwavering loyalty to logic 
form, and offers an introduction to its use in recounting his 1623 debate: µ7KHUH are 
two meanes only, to prove anything by necessary inference; to wit, a Syllogisme and 
an Induction: other forms of argument have no force, but as they are reducible to 
WKHVH¶49 To begin with the syllogism; this is a three-part argument, composed of major 
(if x is true, y must be true), minor (but y is true), and conclusion (ergo, x is true), and 
was an RSSRQHQW¶Vcentral manner of proceeding in disputation.50 :DONHU¶VHQWKXVLDVP
for syllogistic reasoning is made plain in one account (µlet us have... strict Arguments 
DQG6\OORJLVPHV¶), and both he and Featley recall turning the form into a challenge.51 
Earlier examples can be found in accounts of the Campion debates and 8VVKHU¶V
disputation with the Jesuit Fitzsimon in 1600, and scattered instances are present in 
5DLQROGV¶account of his encounter with Hart, and in %DUURZ¶Vprison debates in the 
1590s.52 Occasionally, disputants are charged with offering or demanding a syllogism 
incorrectly, and these critiques reflect the complex relationship between syllogistic 
reasoning and the disputation format. In addition to its natural link with the role of 
opponent, there was a correct time and place for the syllogism within debate: 
demanding such an argument from one of his adversaries, Campion was reprimanded, 
µIt is more then the usuall order of disputatio[n], to require a Syllogism, when I am 
FRPH WR >WKH@ LVVXH RI PLQH DUJXPHQW QDPHO\ WR DXWKRULWLH¶53 Percy, meanwhile, 
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argued that a syllogism was µLPSHUWLQHQWWRDQ,QGXFWLRQ¶54 These debates observe a 
customary fluidity. &RVWHOOR¶V µFDUHIXOO\SORWWHG OLQH¶ is a starting point, from which 
authorities ± and alternative forms ± are expected to take over. 
 A more common fault was the production of poorly formed syllogisms. In 
recounting his debate with Thomas Everard in 1626, Featley reports twice objecting to 
a syllogism thDW FRQVLVWHG µDOO RI 1HJDWLYHV¶ and was thus no demonstrable 
argument.55 In a debate between Walker and the Jesuit Sylvester Norris, the former 
recalls a swathe of four-termed syllogisms, which he openly despaired at before 
offering µWRPDNHKLV6\OORJLVPH IRUKLP¶56 Correct formulation of these arguments 
was vital ± a flawless syllogism logically forced the granting of the conclusion.57 But 
the form was also a polemical device, and one that ± in the face of conviction and 
dubious reliability ± could cut both ways. When Ussher criticised an argument from 
Fitzsimon, he was toldµ6\OORJLVPHVDUHQRWVRH[DFWO\WREHZD\HG¶DQG was referred 
back to the question and context.58 In the aftermath of his debate with Walker, Norris 
states: µ<RXU FDXVH O\HWK D EOHHGLQJ ZKH>Q@ \RX WKXV EHJLQ WR ZUDQJOH DERXW
6\OORJLVPHV¶59  
Where argument did not proceeded syllogistically, it was usually undertaken 
through induction and example. Featley defines WKHIRUPHUDVµDIRUPH... in which wee 
proceed from enumeration of partiFXODUV WR FRQFOXGH D JHQHUDOO¶ ± a catalogue of 
evidence leading to a conclusion.60 Rainolds in particular favours this mode, its 
rhetorical potential appealing to his humanism more than did the technicalities of 
syllogistic reasoning.61 Again, disputants could disagree about the use of induction, as 
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illustrated LQ )HDWOH\¶V disputation with Percy. Having acquiesced to the form, in 
agreeing to provide a list of visible Protestants in all ages, Featley proceeded only as 
far as the first age, GHPDQGLQJ 3HUF\¶V response before continuing. In the printed 
aftermath, Percy scoffedµZDVLWHYHUKHDUGWKDW>WKHUHVSRQGHQW@VKRXOGEHLQIRUFHGWR
reply to one proposition alone, before the whole Argument, whether it were 
6\OORJLVPHRU,QGXFWLRQZHUHIXOO\SURSRXQGHG"¶Here, the Jesuit places induction in 
the same realm as the syllogism, partially echoing )HDWOH\¶VXUJLQJRIlogic form.62 
Even for those pleading the benefit of the unlearned, then, these methods 
provided ammunition in polemic: reports of unsound argument rival those of 
theological divergence. The most common fault, beyond structural missteps, was that 
of petitio principii, begging the point in question. Rainolds tells Hart µ:KHWKHU LQ 
opinions of faith and religion... you or we doo hold heresies: that is the point in 
TXHVWLRQ¶63 In 1581, Campion reportedly accused John Walker of petitio principii on 
the question of the apocrypha; and iQ%DUURZZDVVDLGWRKDYHµSURYHGWKHVDPH
whLWK WKH VDPH¶64 Featley was accused of petitio principii by Percy ± though he 
countered this with approach and context ± and Walker was charged with the same by 
Norris.65 Beyond this, disputants are accused of changing or confusing focus, or 
leaving the question entirely. Charges levelled at Fitzsimon in 1600 and Percy in 1623 
demonstrate that respondents were as susceptible to structural critiques as their 
opponents.66 Use of these strict modes of argument was not, it must be said, an 
absolute constant in public religious disputation, and in fact it is relatively easy to 
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identify those disputants who held them in highest esteem. Logical errors feature 
prominently in many accounts, but some divines knew where to draw the line; 
particularly when faced with an immediate purpose or heterogeneous audience.67 
However, the underlying influence of these forms cannot be underestimated ± they 
were an intellectual fundament, questioned only in particular circumstances. In this, 
public religious disputation proves a microcosm of Renaissance intellectualism ± a 
balancing act between formal scholasticism and its practical application. 
 
These structures are nothing without content, and in all disputation they were 
supported with authorities. Scripture was naturally the most fundamental, particularly 
for reformed divines.68 /H\¶V recommendations for debate in 1658 included an 
DVVHUWLRQ WKDW µZH PXVW PDNH *RGV ZRUG WKH DXWKHQWLFN UXOH RI WU\DO¶ and similar 
insistences were made in earlier accounts.69 John Walker cited Augustine¶Vemphasis 
on scripture against Campion, and Rainolds stressed its importance against Hart.70 
George Walker namHG LW µWKH FKLHIH MXGJH RI DOO¶ in 1624, and Featley reports 
informing Everard, µ, ZLOO QHYHU GLVSXWH RI SRLQW RI )DLWK ZLWKRXW Scripture, the 
Ground of Faith¶, whilst calling for a Bible.71 These assertions are matched by the 
prevalence of scripture within disputation, but their reformed slant and deceptive 
simplicity can also be observed, in arguments regarding its use and interpretation. 
 A point that could forestall or change the course of a debate was the use of 
differing translations of scripture. Rainolds repeatedly turns to the Greek and Hebrew 
texts, and the Syriac translation, to counter +DUW¶V use of the Latin, although he urges 
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that version where it supports his point. Once, he notes WKDWDSDUWLFXODUSKUDVLQJ µLV
not... in your Latin, which man hath translated. But it is... in the Hebrew, written by 
WKH6SLULWHRI*RG¶ 72 At Lambeth, the mistranslation of scripture was put forward as a 
question by the puritans Sparke and Travers, and Walker challenged Percy in 1623 
with the claim that he could affirm Protestant doctrine solely through the Latin; 
WKRXJK µWKHUH LV QRQH VR IXOO RI HUURUV DQG PLVWDNLQJV¶.73 The 1620s return us, 
however, to the question of purpose and audience. In the debate between Walker and 
Norris, where markings in the Hebrew text were disputed, several of the gathered 
company, including Sir Edward Harwood, reportedly complained µ7KHVH
Disputations... are above our capacity, anGILWWHUIRUWKH6FKRROHV¶74  
Disputes over the interpretation of scripture naturally followed confessional 
lines. In )LHOG¶V DFFRXQW RI WKH Campion debates, one opponent cites WKH -HVXLW¶V
previous insistence µWKDWWKHFLUFXPVWDQFHVRIWKHSODFHEHFRQVLGered, the wordes that 
goe before, that followe after, the scope, the clauses, and whole context¶; but as 
originally written these were not rules for interpretation so much as a full 
demonstration of Protestant error.75 Hart presents a more typical Catholic view against 
Rainolds, following Vincent of Lérins: interpreters µPXVW WDNH WKH VFULSWXUHV LQ WKH
VHQVHRIWKH&KXUFKDQGWKHUHLQWKH\PXVWIROORZXQLYHUVDOLWLHDQWLTXLWLHFRQVHQW¶76 
Whilst Rainolds, Barrow and George Walker stress the interpretation of scripture by 
scripture, their adversaries follow tradition, and are quick to point out flaws in the 
alternative.77 Citing the Catholic theologian and controversialist Thomas Stapleton, 
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Hart informs Rainolds that citation of scripture is µFRPPRQ... with alO +HUHWLNHV¶
offering a list of potential pitfalls in comparing places.78 The latter point is answered 
with the need for diligence and learning, but the former proves more problematic: 
divines defending an established church might easily dismiss their adversaries¶ 
interpretations as heretical, and the principle of sola scriptura left debate open to 
potentially insoluble disagreements. In this regard (the church proved by scripture; 
scripture interpreted by the church), cross-confessional debate could prove an exercise 
in polemic over µSURILWDEOH¶GHEDWH Its immediacy highlights incompatibilities in all 
controversy ± not just in the GLYLQHV¶WKHRORJLFDOpositions, but in the arguments used 
to support them.79 
 It was the need for more focused authority that drew controversialists to the 
writings of the Church Fathers. Roger Goad describes this sequence in )LHOG¶Vaccount 
of the Campion debates, and one manuscript report has Campion stating: µ, GRH
principally relye and cl[eave] unto the scriptures... and next unto them, to the churche 
DQGGRFWRXUV¶80 Of course, for Protestant divines in particular, patristic works were no 
substitute; they were at best a guide to scriptural interpretation.81 While Hart, in 
Rainolds¶ account of their debate, describes their consent DV µWKH UXOH ZKHUHE\
FRQWURYHUVLHVVKRXOGEHHQGHG¶, Rainolds expresses doubt that he µZRXOGEHOHHYHWKH
Fathers in those things, in which they are convicted of errour by the scriptures¶, 
                                                             
78
 Rainolds, Summe of the Conference, pp. 83, 94-95, 185. Hart echoes Vincentius in this opinion: 
Quantin, The Church of EnglandS3HUF\FLWHG7HUWXOOLDQ¶VFDXWLRQDJDLQVWµSULYDWH¶LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ
A. C., Answer to a Pamphlet, p. 69. 
79
 Called before Bancroft in the 1590s, the convert William Alabaster was confronted with a scornful 
UHIHUHQFHWRVXFKDUJXPHQWVWKURXJKDQ¶RXOGWDOH¶RIDFROOLHUDQGWKH'HYLO¶ZKDWGRWKWKH&KXUFK
beleeve quoth the Devell, that which Christ taught saide the Collyer; and what taught Christ saide the 
Devell? That which the Church KROGHWKDXQVZHUHGWKH&ROOLHU¶$ODEDVWHUFRQFOXGHGWKDWWKHDUJXPHQW
ZDV JRRG IRU µKH RYHUFDPH WKH 'HYHOO¶ Unpublished Works by William Alabaster (1568-1640), ed. 
Dana F. Sutton (Salzburg, 1997), p. 134. 
80
 Field, Three Last Dayes, sig. K.ir; Bodl. MS Rawl. D.353, f. 2r. Further, see Morgan, Godly Learning, 
p. 73. 
81
 *UHHQVODGH µ)DFXOW\ RI 7KHRORJ\¶ S  /RDFK µ5HIRUPDWLRQ &RQWURYHUVLHV¶ S  )RU
comparisons of Catholic and Protestant use of the Fathers, see Quantin, The Church of England, esp. 
pp. 32, 54-5, 72-3. 
53 
 
further describing a reliance on human authority as a measure of weakness.82 As 
described by Rainolds, this encounter included a lengthy discussion of the merits of 
patristic authority, in which Rainolds asserted that some of WKH )DWKHUV¶ works were 
µFRUUXSWHGDQGFRXQWHUIHLWVGREHDUHWKHLUQDPHV¶83 But the Fathers were cited on all 
sides in controversy, throughout the period, and the disputations are no exception: 
Rainolds himself engages Hart with patristic citations, and there are few accounts in 
which they do not appear.84 Featley ± whose reformed credentials are beyond doubt ± 
recalls telling the priest &KULVWRSKHU %DJVKDZ WKDW µLQ UHJDUG RI WKH DQWLTXLW\ RI WKH
$XWKRUZKRVRHYHUKHZDV\RXVKRXOGYRXFKVDIHKLPVRPHDQVZHU¶± an expectation 
that infused contemporary reference to the Fathers.85  
 Reporting a 1621 debate with the Jesuit George Fisher, alias Musket, Featley 
offers a OLVW RI µrules¶ for interpreting patristic writings: first, that some µDIWHU WKH
PDQQHURI2UDWRUVXWWHUPDQ\ WKLQJV E\ +\SHUEROLHV¶, which should be taken into 
account; second, that works and writers should be compared for clarification; third, 
thaW µEDVWDUG DQG $SRFU\SKDOO 7UHDWLVHV¶ should be rejected; and finally that an 
DXWKRU¶V period of writing should be noted, as the most ancient generally gave the 
µSXUHVW¶ WHVWLPRQ\86 John Sweet, in WKH DIWHUPDWK RI )HDWOH\¶V GHEDWH ZLWK 3HUF\
emphasised the second of these, in connection with the authority of the church.87 
Again, methods follow confessional lines, and questions of interpretation are 
complicated by a plethora of editions and translations; but these guidelines stem from 
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shared hermeneutic principles.88 According to Featley, James I gave rules for patristic 
interpretation in 1625, which included distinguishing private opinions from that of the 
church, dogma from rhetoric and positive doctrinal profession from controversy.89 
 Much like formal logic, the citation of authorities provided disputants, and the 
authors of accounts, with ammunition: they were quick to respond when the Fathers 
were cited ± as they saw it ± incorrectly. B\)LHOG¶VDFcount, Campion ZDVWROGµ<RX
GRH RSHQ YLROHQFH WR WKH SODFH¶, whilst interpreting a passage in Tertullian, and 
responded µ(YHU\ DUJXPHQW XVHG E\ WKH )DWKHUV PXVW QRW EH SUHVVHG IDUWKHU WKDQ
WKHLUSXUSRVH¶90 Rainolds, for all his urging of their flaws, was sharp in challenging 
misuse of the Fathers: where Hart cites Chrysostom in support of Papal supremacy, he 
both criticises his interpretation and accuses all &DWKROLFVRIXVLQJLWWRµSHUVZDGHWKH
simple, and chiefly young scholers who trust your common-pODFH ERRNHV¶91 In 
addition, Rainolds notes words passed over and points PLVVHG µ,DP WKHVRU\HU WKDW
\RXUVLJKWVHUYHWK\RXQREHWWHU¶DQG responds to a citation of all the Fathers with the 
words: µ+DWKDQ\PDQOLYLQJUHDGWKHPDOO"1D\FDQWKH\VKHZHthem? Can they get 
WKHP",KDGDOPRVWVDLGFDQWKH\QDPHWKHP"¶92 ,QWKH&DWKROLFDFFRXQWRI)HDWOH\¶V
disputation with Smith, the former is accused of ignoring evidence in Augustine and 
Cyprian, confusing an argument by urging works together, and imperfectly citing 
Augustine to the benefit of his own position.93 Again, such criticisms are extant in all 
controversy, but are here presented in a ritualised setting, contributing to theological 
and procedural claims and approaches. 
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 Despite the shared ± and highly polemicised ± emphasis on antiquity, later 
authorities are not ignored in disputation accounts. As in all controversy, their use was 
as much tactical as evidentiary; but again, disputation proves more direct. Rainolds 
cites Robert Bellarmine, to counter +DUW¶V use of Stapleton with a more imposing 
Catholic authority; and disputing with Sparke and Travers, Whitgift cited Peter Martyr 
and Nicholas Ridley to set his arguments in a reformed tradition.94 Disputants could, 
however, be criticised for flying to recent authorities too readily. Just as Rainolds 
FULWLFLVHG+DUW¶Vreliance on Stapleton, Featley reports telling %DJVKDZµ:HFRPHQRW
KLWKHU WR KHDUH %HOODUPLQHV EXW ' %DJVKDZV DQVZHUV¶95 Where John Walker cited 
Sadoleto against Campion, one Catholic account has the Jesuit describing KLVXVHRIµD
ODW>H@ZU\WHUZLWKLQ WKLV;/ \HUHV¶ as a waste of time; although the citation not ± it 
must be said ± refused.96 Unlike that of scripture and the Fathers, then, the use of 
recent works trod a fine line between evidence and evasion.97 
Neither were the authorities used exclusively theological. Rainolds and his 
intellectual disciple Featley cite Aristotle in several places, as does Hart in the 
IRUPHU¶V account of their debate. Both Rainolds and Hart invoke the philosopher in 
applying reason to religious topics: the sufficiency of scripture, and the need for 
consensus in scriptural interpretation.98 Featley, meanwhile, cited Aristotle in pressing 
structural points against Smith and Bagshaw ± though in the latter case, when 
challenged, he statesµ,XUJHQRW$ULVWRWOHIRUDQ\PDWWHURIIDLWKEXWIRUDTXHVWLRQRI
/RJLFN¶99 Even so, this, with the use of historical examples, denotes a pool of 
authority stretching beyond scripture and the Fathers. Educated divines had a great 
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deal to draw on in confirming their arguments; but some cast their net wider than 
others.100 
 
Tactics: Attack, Defence and Use of the Audience 
The use of authorities was not the only area where a disputant¶s approach might vary. 
Beyond the architecture of disputation, another level of tactical adroitness can be seen: 
a blend of skill and personality. Aggression in debate could take many forms, some 
more considered than others: Campion is described as making a pre-emptive strike 
against KLV RSSRQHQWV¶ use of the Fathers (µ<RX PD\ VSDUH \RXU ODERXU...¶), and 
Rainolds similarly pre-empts a distinction between pope and bishop in his account of 
the Hart debate (µOHDVW,ORVHP\ODERXUWKURXJKDQ>H[FHSWWKH3RSH@¶101 At the other 
extreme are the µLQVXOWLQJ¶statements Field notes from Campion, and those Rainolds 
ascribes to himself ± his observation, for instance, WKDW µD PDQ PXVW HQWHUSULVH
somewhat... For, you were all undone, if this game should be lost¶.102 These 
confrontational aspects fall into two categories: attacks drawn from DQ RSSRQHQW¶V
arguments, and showmanship for the audience. The first could be as simple as 
repeating an DGYHUVDU\¶V point, or as complex as laying out logical traps, in a more 
IOXLG YHUVLRQ RI &RVWHOOR¶V FKDLQ RI V\OORJLVPV.103 Rainolds asks Hart self-evident 
questions as a prelude to important points; a technique later identified by William 
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Laud following a 1622 debate ZLWK3HUF\µLWVHHPHVE\WKDWZKLFKIROORZHV you did 
E\WKLV4XHVWLRQEXWVHHNHWRZLQJURXQGIRU\RXURWKHU¶104  
 Attacks were not always so technical, however ± often, they took the form of 
direct negations, or cast doubt on an DGYHUVDU\¶Vknowledge and ability. At &DPSLRQ¶V
second 1581 debate, as described by Field, Fulke told him, µ\RX VKHZH \RXU VHOIH
altogether iJQRUDQWRI WKH PDWWHU¶ and at the third Goad accused him of conjecture, 
from µLJQRUDQFH RU IRUJHWIXOQHV¶ RI D SODFH in St Paul.105 Contradictions and 
absurdities were pounced upon: Rainolds is quick to point out +DUW¶V inconsistencies, 
though Hart makes similar accusations LQ 5DLQROGV¶ DFFRXQW: µ\RX VSHDN DV WKRXJK
\RX ZHUH EHUHIW RI VHQVH DQG UHDVRQ¶106 More reprehensible was the urging of an 
absurdity for cynical reasons; an accusation Rainolds levels at the priest more than 
once.107 Disputants also made accusations of evasion or trifling; +DUW¶VUHDFWLRQ to one 
such indictment again demonstrating incompatibility µ,W LV IROO\ , VHH IRU PH WR
UHDVRQZLWK\RXLI\RXEHUHVROYHGWRFDVWRI>I@VRZHLJKWLHUHDVRQVDVWULIOHV¶108  
Another common occurrence was the issuing of challenges within disputation; 
a tactic used to change the subject or conditions, to speed victory, or to generate 
ammunition for accounts. Such challenges were a common feature of the Campion 
debates, arising from WKH -HVXLW¶V GHVLUH WR RSSRse and the grandstanding of his 
opponents. B\)LHOG¶VDFFRXQWWilliam Charke issued a challenge whilst opposing on 
the fourth day, and John Walker repeatedly used WKHSKUDVH µZKDW VD\ \RX WR"¶ LQ
advancing arguments.109 Reporting Hampton Court, William Barlow notes a challenge 
from the Bishop of Winchester to an older Rainolds: WKHELVKRS µZLOOLQJKLPRIKLV
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learning, to shew where ever he had read, that Confirmation was at all used in 
$XQFLHQW WLPHV E\ DQ\ RWKHU EXW %LVKRSSHV¶110 These challenges occurred where 
disputants sought to undermine an adversary¶s reputation, but they were also seen as 
powerful rhetorical tools in debate, and a potent resource in the aftermath: George 
Walker points out that when Percy rejected his challenge on the Latin translation of 
sFULSWXUHµKHZDVPXFKFRQGHPQHGFHQVXUHGDQGUHSURYHGE\WKHKHDUHUV¶111 
More polemically pertinent were those attacks meant to divide a disputant 
from their own side. Rainolds often makes this effort with Hart, stating that the priest 
SODFHG µDO[l] WKH 3RSHV¶ LQ GDQJHU ZLWK RQH DUJXPHQW; and Charke reportedly told 
&DPSLRQµ\RXKDYHJ\YHQDJUHDWHUZRXQGHWR\RXURZQHV\GHWKHQ\RXRUDKXQGUHG
VXFKH DV \RX FDQ FXUH¶ following an argument on the sufficiency of scripture.112 
Featley can also be observed using this tactic: µ1RQHRI\RXUVGRWKDFNQRZOHGJHDQ\
ILJXUH LQ WKHVH ZRUGV RI RXU 6DYLRXU WKLV LV P\ ERG\¶ he informed Smith, by the 
Catholic account of their disputation; the priest having admitted µDILJXUHMR\QHGZLWK
WUXWK DQG SURSULHW\¶ in the Sacrament.113 Thus, while direct attacks might seem like 
simple grandstanding, they could LQ IDFW VWHP IURP D GHEDWH¶V surroundings and the 
SDUWLFLSDQWV¶LQGLYLGXDOcircumstances. 
 
Disputants also sought to overpower their adversaries through use of the audience ± 
invoked as supporters of a particular approach or victims of µPLVOHDGLQJ¶arguments. 
&RQIURQWHG ZLWK µELWWHU DQG UHSURDFKIXOO¶ DWWDFNV LQ KLV debate with Norris, Walker 
reports asking the audience for permission to respond in kind, µWKRXJK LW EH Yery 
XQVHHPO\¶114 Disputants could equally plead the FRPSDQ\¶V benefit in refusing 
arguments: b\)LHOG¶Vaccount, Campion thus dodged a place he saw as unnecessary, 
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and Goad stated WKDWKHµVKRXOGZHDU\WKHFRPSDQ\¶E\UHFLWLQJ&DWKROLFHUURUV115 
In disputing with Bagshaw, Featley remarksµ,PXVWEHEULHIHWKDW,PD\QRWGHIUDXG
WKH $XGLWRULH RI \RXU DUJXPHQWV¶116 Such points had a negative equivalent in 
DFFXVDWLRQV RI µDEXVH¶ RI those assembled. Campion was subjected to several such 
claims ± first in response to a scriptural interpretation, and again when he asked to 
explain an answer: µ%HOLNH \RX KDYH DQ \OO RSLQLRQ RI WKH DXGLWRULH WKDW WKH\ FDQ
XQGHUVWDQG QRWKLQJ H[FHSW \RX WHO LW WKHP WZHQW\ WLPHV RYHU¶117 By one Catholic 
report, the Jesuit himself cited the needs of the audience in bringing his opponent to a 
TXHVWLRQ µWKDW RXU FRPLQJ KHWKHU DQG WURZEOLQJH WKLV ZRUVKLSSIXOO DXGLHQFH PLJKW
QRWEHDOWRJHWKHULQYD\QH¶118 
 Divines could also highlight points by turning to the audience in triumph. 
Campion¶VRSSRQHQWV GRWKLVRIWHQµ0DUNHKHUHKLVDEVXUGLWLHV¶)XONHLQVWUXFWVDQG
an argument IURP*RDGLVSUHIDFHGZLWKWKHSKUDVHµ/HWPHPDNHLWSODLQHXQWRWKLV
DXGLWRULH¶119 Disputing against Percy, by his own account, Featley reacted to one 
answer with a trLXPSKDQW µ0DUN , EHVHHFK \RX¶, and in :DONHU¶V GHEDWH ZLWK
Norris, both disputants made similar referrals: µ, SUD\ \RX *HQWOHPHQ WR PDUNH DQG
WDNH QRWLFH¶ :DONHU¶V DFFRXQW KDV 1RUULV XUJLQJ after a perceived admission, and 
again following one of his own arguments.120 
 
But how were disputants to hold their ground against these triumphs, traps and 
challenges? At a time when disputation without bitter speech was being urged as an 
ideal, and disputants could soon be accused of pride and vainglory, humility was a 
powerful tool, used early in debate, and often in accounts. A disputant¶VSUHSDUDWLRQ
time is frequently stated, to magnify victory and counter defeat. Percy criticised 
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)HDWOH\¶Vfirst account of their disputation in this regard, observing: µAny man reading 
this parcel, would be induced to thinke, that D. White and D. Featly had never had 
notice before... for what end they were to meet with the Jesuites: but that they were on 
the suddaine summoned to this Conference, without any preparation, or knowledge of 
the Question¶.121 To this, Featley responded: µ:KDWGRWKWKLVDGYD>Q@WDJHRXUFDXVHRU
prejudice yours? It matters not much, how wee came to this encounter, but how we 
FDPH RII¶122 In 1581, it was not just the imprisoned Campion who claimed 
unpreparedness by the Protestant accounts ± Alexander Nowell and William Day paint 
the debate (as opposed to a controlled examination) as unexpected: µZH FDPH
SXUSRVHG WR H[DPLQH >WKH@ XQWUXWKHV RI &DPSLRQ¶V ERRNH UDWKHU WKHQ WR GLVSXWH¶123 
Humility could also be voiced in the arguments themselves: Fulke and Goad make 
remarkable admissions LQ)LHOG¶VDFFRXQW, that would have counted against them in an 
academic disputation: µ7KH YHU\ ZRUGV , GR QRW UHPHPEHU¶ *RDG DGPLWV FLWLQJ DQ
error of the Council of Trent; and Fulke, unaware of written decrees from Nice, tells 
Campion, µ,I,GRQRWVKHZLWWKHQOHWPHEHDUHWKHEODPH¶124 By contrast, 5DLQROGV¶
humility relates to style: µLI \RX WKLQNH ,FDVWFRORXUVDQGXVHZRUGHVWRRVPRRWK ,
can amend that fault with speDNLQJPRUHURXJKO\¶125 
 The most frequently challenged mode of defence was evasion. Whitgift is said 
to have made efforts to change the subject at Lambeth in 1584; whereas Sweet, in the 
DIWHUPDWK RI )HDWOH\¶V GHEDWH ZLWK 3HUF\ GHVFULEHV HYHU\ DVSHFW RI WKH IRUPHU¶V 
conduct as evasion ± from the initial clash over the question to his departure.126 Often, 
of course, evasion is in the eye of the beholder, and most disputants offer some 
justification for avoiding or refusing points. Rainolds describes one response from 
Hart as an admission of defeat, but one qualified with reference to other scholarsµ2XU
                                                             
121
 A. C., Answer to a Pamphlet, p. 13; Daniel Featley, The Fisher Catched in His Owne Net (London, 
1623), pp. 5-6. 
122
 Featley, Romish Fisher, sig. Cc2r. 
123
 Nowell and Day, True Report, sig. E.iv. 
124
 Field, Three Last Dayes, sigs L.iiir, N.iir. 
125
 Rainolds, Summe of the Conference, pp. 158, 271. 
126
 BL Add. MS 48064, ff. 52r, 58v, 61v; L. D., Defence of the Appendix, pp. 14-16. 
61 
 
Rhemists will render good account (I dout not) of this... I must referre to them. For I 
P\ VHOIH NQRZ QRW LQGHHGH KRZ WR DFFRUG LW¶127 In 1581, Campion rejected an 
argument because it ZRXOG OHDG LQWR µDOO TXHVWLRQV¶ ± an evasion grounded in the 
procedural sanctity of the question.128 Similarly, Hart tells Rainolds: µ:HVKDOOQHYHU
PDNHDQHQG LIZHVWDQGRQHYHULHSDUWLFXODU WKDW PD\ EHFDYLOOHGDW¶; and Rainolds 
observesµLI,VKRXOGIOLW thus from point to point on every occasion that your speech 
doth offer, we should confound our conference, and never make an end of the point in 
TXHVWLRQ¶129 
 In addition, disputants could reverse arguments to challenge their opponents: 
Nowell and Day report that Campion urged one point in the form of a counter-
question, and another argument LVWXUQHGEDFNLQ)LHOG¶VDFFRXQWRIWKHVHFRQGGD\130 
Disputants could also launch into long orations in order to control the debate; and of 
course, where necessary, they could invoke the name and authority of fundamental 
truth.131 Rainolds peppers his argument with such reminders, referring to µ7KHWUXWK
ZKLFK,GHDOHIRU¶ and µthe truth: ZKHUHLQ,ZLVK\RXUFRPSDQLH¶132 Thus, in theory, 
educated divines had the resources to defend against most ± if not all ± points in 
religious debate. The trick lay in being free, able and willing to apply them, and to 
apply them appropriately. In this, at least, public disputation reflects academic debate: 
a test of the disputants themselves. 
 
Practical Considerations 
The choice of location for these events often came down to circumstance. Those 
arranged for doubting individuals were generally held in private residences, and 
prisoners were confronted within prison walls. In the latter case, questions of exposure 
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and control played a significant role, in relation to the effect the authorities ± or, for 
that matter, conscientious prisoners ± felt the debate might have on those present.133 
The layout of the room is less frequently described: most accounts pass swiftly from 
the occasion to the arguments themselves. However, both Featley and Walker provide 
details of the seating arrangement at debates in the 1620s, and in this paint a picture of 
an intellectual joust, with the audience in close attendance. Countering a claim that 
Percy took his arm to persuade him to continue their debate, Featley recalls that they 
ZHUHµSODFHGGLVWDQWRQHIURPWKHRWKHUDWWKHRSSRVLWHHQGVDQGFRUQHUVRIWKH7DEOH¶
and that the audience µVDWH RU VWRRG FORVH FURZGLQJ DERXW WKH 7DEOH DQG EHWZL[W
WKRVHWZR¶134 Walker describes his debate with Norris thus: µthe one sitting downe at 
the one end of a Table, the other at the other end, and the auditors sitting along on 
both sides, and some stDQGLQJDERXWLQDODUJHXSSHU3DUORU¶135 These were, of course, 
LQVWDQFHVRIµSXEOLF¶debate in its most private form ± events for doubting individuals 
± and more prestigious or sensitive disputations required a more formal layout. One 
Catholic account of the debates with Campion has the Jesuit sat on a stool, opposite 
his opponents, who were behind a table full of books.136 For occasions like Hampton 
Court, accounts of disputation during royal visitations to the universities might give a 
better indication of the arrangements than Walker or Featley.137 
In the disputations themselves, there was an awareness of correct proceeding 
going beyond the rules of formal debate. Where a side comprised more than one 
disputant, this was factored into the order, and at larger exchanges a single 
representative speaker would often be chosen. Proposing a disputation to the Wisbech 
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Catholics, Fulke asked them to select RQH µWR VSHDN IRU DOO WKH UHVW... for I cannot 
VSHDNH WR HLJKW PHQ DW RQFH¶138 The emphasis in arranging these occasions was on 
balance (or the appearance thereof): George Walker notes that Percy, confronted with 
an interjection from another minister during their debate, complained: µLWZDVXQHTXDOO
IRUWZRWRVHWDJDLQVWRQHERWKDWRQFH¶139 This, it should be noted, was precisely the 
situation Campion had infamously been subjected to, four decades before. 
It is Featley who SURYLGHV WKH PRVW GHWDLOHG µUXOHV¶ IRU public religious 
disputation, and whose accounts contain the most examples of the same from other 
disputants; indeed, it is undoubtedly )HDWOH\¶V PHWKRG WKDW /H\¶V  Discourse 
follows in its recommendations for debate.140 )HDWOH\¶V UXOHV produced in the 
aftermath of his disputation with Percy, are as follows: first, he urges sincerity, 
following St 3DXO µ/HWQothing bee done through strife or vaine-JORU\¶); second, he 
insists that the disputants begin and end with a prayer; third, that notaries be appointed 
and the notes subscribed by both sides. The fourth and fifth conditions require a well-
defined question and adherence to logic form.141 Negotiating the terms of his debate 
with Musket several years before, Featley had expressed a shorter version of these, 
requiring that µbiWWHUQHVVHRIVSHHFKEHDYR\GHG¶, as well as logic form and equality in 
the roles.142 The first was echoed, by his account, in the Percy debate; WKH -HVXLW¶V
companion Sweet asking: µThat all ELWWHUVSHHFKHVEHIRUERUQH¶143 This condition can 
also be seen in RQH RI *HRUJH :DONHU¶V DFFRXQWV ZLWK Norris asking µWKDW WKH
disputation might be performed... with all mildenesse, and without bitter wordes or 
E\WLQJVSHHFKHV¶144 
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From the content and presentation of most accounts, this particular rule was an 
ideal, rather than a requirement, but one more closely adhered to ± certainly by 
Protestant divines ± was that disputation should begin and end with a prayer. 
&DPSLRQ¶V RSSRQHQWV ZHUH SDUWLFXODUO\ REVHUYDQW LQ WKLV UHJDUG, although Campion 
did not participate, crossing himself instead.145 Bagshaw refused )HDWOH\¶V offer of 
prayer in the early 1610s.146 Most remarkably, at Lambeth, Whitgift can be seen 
refusing the suggestion from Sparke with a clear and WHOOLQJ GLVWLQFWLRQ µKH VKROG
PDNHQRHSUD\HUHVWKHUHQRUWKDWSODFHDFRQYHQWLFOH¶147 In 1590, at a prison debate 
with the separatist John Greenwood, one conformist opponent is said to have been 
rebuked in similar (but wholly contrary) terms ± Greenwood objecting: µ:KLHGR\RX
here take uppon you to offer up the prayers of us all without our consent, we not being 
PHWWRJHDWKHUWRWKDWSXUSRVH¶148 Here, then, was a rule in disputation that some, in 
the late sixteenth century, had seen as entirely out of place, and more appropriate to 
puritan gatherings. Featley¶VUXOH, however, is derived from patristic authority, namely 
Gregory of Nazianzus.149 
 
Notes, Written Answers and the Production of Accounts 
The practices outlined thus far are drawn from printed or manuscript accounts of 
disputation, LQWHQGHG IRU WKH H[SDQVLRQ RI GLVSXWDQWV¶ points and the justification of 
their methods. While shared assumptions, structures and ideals can be gathered from 
such works, their purpose and authorship raises a procedural question as important as 
the conduct of the debates themselves: how were these events being recorded and set 
forth? And how great, as a result, was the distance between disputation performed and 
disputation reported? The first thing to consider is the presence of notaries. Ley, in his 
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Discourse, describes their role as being µIDLWKIXOO\ DQG ZLWKRXW SDUWLDOLW\ WR ZULWH
what passeth betwixt the adverse parties¶, drawing on Jacobean examples to illustrate 
this ideal. He notes that the moderate Francis White, in the aftermath of an encounter 
with Percy, could be painted as µsilly¶ EHFDXVHµWKHUHZDVQRWDZRUGZULWWHQ... when 
he and his $GYHUVDULHVGLVSXWHGWRJHWKHU¶ and recounts accusations levelled at Percy 
µZKHQKHWKUXVWKLPVHOILQWRD1RWDULHVRIILFH¶at )HDWOH\¶Vdisputation with Musket.150 
A notary is mentioned in some ± but not all ± contemporary debate accounts. 
Remarkably, Field reports this objection from Campion µ, VHH WKDW \RX KDYH VRPH
appoynted to note, as if it were made a solemne matter. I should have the like... I have 
bene yll dealt withall already, & things heretofore spoken by me, have bene mistaken, 
and published in print otherwise then I ever meant¶151 When Featley disputed against 
Percy, two years after the Musket debate, he reports an agreement µWKDWWKH$UJXPHQWV
and Answers should be taken by one common Writer; and that the Opponent, Dr. 
Featly, should set his hand to each severall Syllogism; and the Respondent Mr. Fisher, 
WRKLVVHYHUDOO$QVZHUV¶152  
Offered debate at Wisbech in 1580, the former college head (and erstwhile 
opponent of Cranmer, Ridley and Latimer) John Young required, amongst other 
things, µIRXUH1RWDULHVWZRIRUXV	WZRRIRU\Ru, and at the ende of every argument 
let them reade it, and if they agree, let them say, Concordat, & let the foure bookes be 
NHSW LQ WZR &KHVWV ZKHURI \RX WR KDYH RQH NH\ 	 ZHH DQ RWKHU 	F¶153 Such 
demands reflect a keen awareness of the potential for misrepresentation in accounts: 
Walker reports DVNLQJ1RUULVµWKDWWKH$UJXPHQWV	WKHDQVZHUVPLJKWEHZULWGRZQH
for preventing all false relation¶ and Percy, recounting his disputation with Featley, 
states: µthe wryting of such things as had passed in the Conference... was wrapped up 
in a paper, and sealed up with three seales... & left in Syr Humfrey Lynds hands, or 
                                                             
150
 Ley, Discourse of Disputations, pp. 67-8; White, Replie to Jesuit Fishers Answere, sig. b4r. 
151
 Field, Three Last Dayes, sigs Hv, H.iv, I.iiiv. 
152
 Featley, Romish Fisher, p. 17. 
153
 Fulke, True Reporte, sig. Br-v. 
66 
 
some other Protestant, with promise that it should be kept unopened till the next 
meeting¶. In both cases, the precaution failed to minimise conflicting reports.154  
 Despite the respect held for notes taken in disputation, the use of writing was 
by no means consistent, nor always so formal as to require a notary. Oftentimes, 
points were written down because of a GLVSXWDQW¶Vpersonal approach, or because the 
occasion demanded it. Some arguments were written and subscribed by request, when 
an adversary saw in them something to triumph at. This tactic was favoured by 
Featley, but it can also be observed in accounts of debate with Campion and the 
separatists Barrow and Greenwood.155 On the other hand, notes or written answers 
could be so extensive as to virtually supplant oral debate: Fulke asked the Catholics at 
:LVEHFK µZKHWKHU \RX ZLOO FRQIHUUH E\ VSHDFK RU ZULWLQJ¶ ± the latter dismissed as 
time-consuming ± and 3HUF\¶VSURFHVVis described by Featley as a combination of the 
two: 
 
the principall Respondent, M. Fisher, meditates by himself an Answer; 
which hee first writeth in a private paper, then sheweth it to his Assistant, 
M. Sweet, and two other that stood by: according to whose advice he 
addeth, blotteth out, and altereth what they thought fit. After this, he 
dictateth it out of his private paper to the common Writer of the 
FRQIHUHQFHDQGKDYLQJFRPSDU¶GLWZLWKKLVSULYDWHSDSHUVXEVFULEHV it 
as a Record, and then reads it openly.156 
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Rainolds describes his debate with Hart as FRQGXFWHGµQRWZLWKH[WHPSRUDOOVSHaking, 
EXWZULWLQJZLWKDGYLVH¶ although this is not always reflected in their dialogue, and 
may, in part, refer to the production of his account.157 
 
Full notes and written answers were not, therefore, a constant result of public 
disputation, and accounts were contingent on the information available, filtered 
through an DXWKRU¶V memory, perspective and purpose. Nowell and Day state that 
following WKHLUGHEDWHZLWK&DPSLRQWKH\µVHWGRZQHLQZULWLQJFHUWDLQHQRWHVRIWKH
same, out of oXU IUHVK PHPRULH WR DOO HYHQWV¶ ZLWK WKH SURYLVR WKDW µRXU PHPRULH
could not alwayes retaine the order, or the very wordes wherein every sentence was 
utteUHG¶158 One Catholic report FRQFOXGHV µ0XWFK PRUH VSRNHQ Zch I coulde not 
UHPHPEHU¶159 )HDWOH\¶VDFFRXQWRIKLVdisputation with Percy is described as written 
µSDUWO\RXWRIWKHIUHVKPHPRU\RIVXFKSDVVDJHVDVZHWKHQREVHUYHGEXWHVSHFLDOO\
by help of VXFK1RWHVDVZHUHWDNHQLQWKH&RQIHUHQFHLWVHOI¶; and his account of his 
debate with Bagshaw LVµGUDZQHRXWRIWKHQRWHV¶RIWZRobservers, but printed almost 
three decades after the fact.160 Most rHPDUNDEO\5DLQROGV¶account of his debate with 
Hart is described ± in a preface attributed to Hart himself ± as drawn from notes on 
which both men collaborated: written up by Rainolds, given to Hart for review, and 
then expanded on before printing.161 
 Adding to the measure of deviation one might expect in accounts drawn 
partially from memory, there is evidence (and admission) of editing in many accounts. 
Barlow describes his report after Hampton Court as µDQ ([WUDFW ZKHUHLQ LV WKH
SubVWDQFH RI WKH ZKROH¶, and Percy held his account of one debate with White to 
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thing that may much import, considering what the occasion, and subject of the 
&RQIHUHQFH ZDV¶162 Recounting the separatistV¶ prison debates, Barrow admits to 
forgetting one point and re-LQVHUWLQJDQRWKHUµQRWSHUIHFWO\UHPHPEULQJWKHGXHSODFH
where yt should come in.¶163 Moreover, in all accounts, arguments are perfected with 
the benefit of hindsight: 5DLQROGV¶work blurs the line between account and treatise; 
and Percy lists questions he might have asked in one report.164 
 What is remarkable, in light of these considerations, is the propensity of such 
works WRGHVFULEHWKHPVHOYHVDVµWUXH¶UHODWLRQV.165 Some claim essential truth despite 
imperfections in memory; and omissions are oftentimes justified by way of pertinence. 
Field advises WKDW µ,I&DPSLRQVDQVZHUHV EH WKRXJKW VKRUWHU WK>DQ@ WKH\ZHUH WKRX
must knowe that he had much wast speach, which being impertinent, is nowe omitted: 
although I protest, nothing is cut off from tKHZHLJKWDQGVXEVWDQFHRIWKHPDWWHU¶166 
In recounting his debate with Percy, Featley justifies omissions through the absence of 
the Earl of Warwick (present in the event), as well as µPRGHUDWLRQ¶ LQGHSLFWLQJ the 
-HVXLW¶Vprocess: his account is thus µIDLU¶DQGµSDVVDEOH¶as well as including µQRWKLQJ
EXW WKHWUXWK¶167 Another RI)HDWOH\¶Vmethods is to support claims of accuracy with 
the subscription of those present: his full account of this disputation includes the 
names of two earls, two knights, his colleague White, two esquires, the clerk of the 
Court of Wards, two bachelors in divinity and the notary, Thomas Aylesbury, to this 
effect.168 The Protestant account of his debate with Smith was written by John Pory 
and subscribed by the playwright Ben Jonson, both of whom were in the audience.169 
Nor was it just the listeners who might offer such guarantees: Rainolds makes much of 
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+DUW¶VSUHIDFHWRKLVreport, and in one account White used his own status as an µeare-
witnessH¶ WRGHIOHFWµ&HQVXUHIURPPHQMXGLFLRXVDQGORYHUVRI7UXWK¶170 
 Of course, such claims rarely pass unchallenged. As White observes µRXU
Adversaries will perpetually tumultuate, and accuse of falsitie, all things which passe 
QRW XQGHU WKHLU RZQH KDQGV¶ a remark that holds true regardless of standpoint.171 
&RXQWHULQJ 3HUF\¶V account of their 1622 debate, Laud H[FODLPV µ1RWRQH $QVZHUH
SHUIHFWO\UHODWHG"¶DQGLQDVXEVHTXHQWwork ILQGVDSRLQWµ,GRHQRWDWDOOUHPHPEHU
ZDV VR PXFK DV QDPHG LQ WKH &RQIHUHQFH PXFK OHVVH ZDV LW VWRRG XSRQ¶172 Sweet 
accuses the first account of )HDWOH\¶VGHEDWHZLWK3HUF\RI µGDXELQJDQG DPSOLI\LQJ
WKHVSHHFKHVRI')HDWO\¶and both he and Percy present a list of falsehoods in the 
work.173 :DONHU¶V account of his debate with Norris is wholly deconstructed in the 
lDWWHU¶VVHOI-consciously titled True Report: 
 
in relating the arguments and answers... some he changeth, some he 
corrupteth: heere he leaveth out, there he foisteth in: one while he 
disjoynteth the wordes, otherwhile he dismembreth, & perverteth the 
sense... he maketh such a misshapen and confused Chaos of malicious 
slaunders, of foolish & impertinent additions, as may well become one of 
his own deformed and bastardly brood.174 
 
Norris describes such falsification as common to past heretics and contemporary 
Protestants; including, unsurprisingly, Featley.175 
 These assertions are but the most obtuse element of a more detailed polemical 
stance, encompassing questions of authority and presentation, and using literary 
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methods to persuade the reader. Most accounts are written in dialogue form, though 
some mingle this with direct narrative or drop it altogether. The printed, Protestant 
accounts of the Campion debates make for a representative sample: Nowell and Day 
present the first in a simple narrative, whereas Field employs annotated dialogue for 
later encounters. The benefits of dialogue form in these works were twofold. First, it 
played a direct role in claims to balance, truth and modesty ± as Virginia Cox notes on 
OLWHUDU\GLDORJXHVµWKHZULWHU LVUHQRXQFLQJDQ authorial role, and becoming, like the 
reader, an admiring eavesdropper on the conversation of others.¶176 Secondly, it 
engages the reader: through it, they become µparticipants¶LQGHHGPRGHUDWRUV.177 This 
effect was enhanced where an account was wholly or partially intended for a specific 
readership, as in 5DLQROGV¶DFFRXQWRIKLVGHEDWHZLWK+DUW&R[PDNHVDGLVWLQFWLRQ
between treatise and dialogue: the former µFDVWV LWV ZULWHU DQG UHDGHU LQ WKH UROH RI
PDVWHUDQGSXSLO¶ZKHUHDVLQWKHODWWHUWKH\DUHµhunting-companions, sharing equally 
in the... FKDVH¶178 But Rainolds directs his work to the students of the English 
seminaries at Rome and Rheims, ZLWKWKHZRUGVµOHDUQe of your felow and friend M. 
+DUW¶ RQ WKH TXHVWLRQ RI WKH 3RSH¶V deposing power.179 Thus, tR H[SDQG RQ &R[¶V
analogies, Rainolds presents his adversary ± and through him, Catholic readers ± as a 
companion needing to be guided, or a pupil on his first hunting trip. Hart serves as 
HPEOHP ZDUQLQJ DQG WDUJHW IRU 5DLQROGV¶ heterogeneous readership.180 The 
relationship between the disputants could prove as significant and complex a device as 
that between author and reader: as well as triumphing over an adversary, an account 
might also raise him up, to accentuate victory, and associate a cause with its 
champion. TKXV:KLWHLVµDFFRXQWHGDSULPH3URWHVWDQW&RQWURYHUVLVW¶ in a report by 
Percy.181 
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 A final point to be considered is the rhetoric used to present disputation 
accounts: the justifications given for their production and distribution. In this, authors 
observe customary humility: the setting forth of printed accounts is often depicted as a 
necessary task, compelled by false reports already circulating.182 More tangibly, 
disputants LQYROYHG LQ µSULYDWH¶ GHEDWH could be criticised for making it public, 
particularly where a doubting person was involved: one Catholic account states that 
)HDWOH\¶Vdebate with Percy, µWKRXJKSULYDWO\ LQWH>Q@GHGZDVDIWHUZDUGVYLFWRULRXVO\
SULQWHG¶183 Individual accounts will be discussed below, but here it is important to 
note that polemical purpose infused the way they were drawn up and presented; and 
that this drew on pervasive cultural trends. 
 
Adopt, Adapt and Invoke: the Departure from Academic Disputation  
Detailed study of these accounts ultimately reinforces that note of caution offered by 
Hughes: we cannot accurately or truthfully reconstruct what occurred in a 
disputation.184 But this does not, I believe, preclude us from moving from the accounts 
to the events themselves. Just as Hughes highlights the strategies used to present truth 
in such works, so the procedural foundations of debate ± and expectations in this 
regard ± can be observed; indeed, they form an integral part of the DXWKRUV¶approach. 
Accounts of public religious disputation need to be examined not as flawed µWUXH
reports¶ of debate, but as extensions and representations of it.185 In this, despite their 
purpose and partiality, they have a great deal to tell us ± about the events to which 
they pertain, and the broader culture surrounding them.  
To return to John Ley, a degree of written aftermath was integral to public 
religious disputation: though maligned, such representations and extensions were vital 
to theVHHYHQWV¶ impact. Ley describes his preferred form as µthe personall debates of 
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such as are far from the perfect Union of the Apostle, whose minds are contrary, and 
their tongues contradictory, and their pens also; when they take them up like pikes to 
prosecute the war by writing, which by verbal disputation they began.¶Full, profitable 
debate could not occur in a vacuum: written additions are included in /H\¶Videal, and 
so they should be treated by historians ± as a part of the process, as much as a 
challenging source for it.186 The question of accuracy is secondary to that of image 
and purpose. 
In terms of public religious disputation itself, Ley arrives at his definition 
through two distinctions, clarifying that indistinct usage RIµGLVSXWDWLRQ¶noted above. 
He distinguishes his category first from discourse µZLWKRXW WKH VWULIH [of] tongues¶
encounters between those in agreement, and written works WHUPHG µGLVSXWDWLRQV¶ E\
their authors. For the latter, he FLWHV %HOODUPLQH ZKR µFDOOHWK KLV 9ROXPHV RI
controversies, Disputations, though there appeared none opposite to dispute against 
KLP¶187 As noted, /H\¶s second, subtle distinction refers to academic debate, shrouded 
LQ 6KXJHU¶V µPDVN¶ RI purpose, and those µZKHUH WKH FRQWURYHUVLH LV UDWKHU IRUPDOO
WKHQ VHULRXV¶188 Ley is not, of course, to be followed without question: his work is 
infused with his own standpoint and informed by its immediate context. Moreover, 
adopting strict categories, rather than tracing the adaptation of the process, is in many 
ways counter-productive. But drawing on Ley and ± more importantly ± on the 
examples detailed here, it is now possible to describe the reach of formal, academic 
disputation into public controversial encounters, and to elucidate those categories 
identified in the previous chapter. 
Formal disputation remained a commonplace in post-Reformation religious 
discourse, but it was a remarkably malleable one. The influence of the form is 
impossible to deny ± it is present in the structure of accounts, in the assumptions 
underlying procedural critiques, and even in those debates that deviated from it; in 
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elements unconsciously retained. But divines still argued about its technicalities and 
etiquette, and the format could be adapted in a variety of ways, subject to preference 
and circumstance. What we are confronted with, then, is not a defined category, but a 
constellation of events, radiating outward from a formal core. At the close of the 
previous chapter, µGLVSXWDWLRQ¶ ZDV GHILQHG E\ two criteria: the learned or clerical 
status of those involved, and its adherence to the academic process. Here, where the 
details of that process are taken into account, neither criterion is lessened; but both 
describe a spectrum, rather than an homogenous block. It is with this in mind that 























Chapter Three: Disputation Exploited, 1558-1581 
µI would you would dispute to have the truth knowen, UDWKHUWKHQWRKDYHYLFWRULH¶1 
 
Disputation permeated religious discourse in post-Reformation England, but was not 
uniform in its circumstances and tone. In the later sixteenth century, the emphasis was 
on authority and power: disputation of controversial religion was prohibited by royal 
injunction in 1559, and those events sanctioned afterwards were, for the most part, 
neither fair nor balanced.2 Though the practice was not used exclusively in anti-
Catholic efforts, or for the maintenance of state and church authority, much public 
religious disputation under Elizabeth involved the examination of imprisoned priests. 
From the accounts produced, and the arrangements they describe, it is clear that the 
authorities saw the potential ± and therefore also the dangers ± of the practice as a 
weapon in the FRXQWU\¶Vcharged religious climate.  
This is not to argue that all public religious disputation was cynically 
motivated. The form had an image of impartial enquiry, the scope for comprehensive 
(or selective) evidence, and, in more controlled situations, the relative safety that came 
ZLWKEHLQJDEOHWRGLFWDWHDQHQFRXQWHU¶VFRXUVHDQGWHUPV; but there are examples in 
this period of those in high office taking genuine interest in the outcome of a debate, 
and in the questions tackled. It should also be noted that Elizabethan religious 
disputation was not limited to one-sided engagements ± accounts of prison debate are 
most prevalent in the 1580s, and the later period produced a number of more balanced 
events. Conference to reclaim recusants was required of clergymen from the 1570s.3 
Thus, a genuine belief in the efficacy of such debate cannot be dismissed. Accounts of 
prison disputation should be seen, in academic and religious terms, as but the most 
driven, controlled aspect of a wider, respected process. The assertion of McCoog that 
                                                             
1
 Edmund Campion, BL Harl. MS 422, f. 148v. 
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 Henry Gee, The Elizabethan Clergy and the Settlement of Religion (Oxford, 1898), p. 60. 
3
 Questier, Conversion, Politics and Religion, p. 151; see chapter 4 below. 
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Reformation disputations were trials, µto demonstrate the wicked errors of a convicted 
heretic or... GHVWUR\UHOLJLRXVRSSRVLWLRQ¶, lacks nuance; particularly when extended to 
this period.4 
 
The Examination of Catholics 
Most accounts of public religious disputation in Elizabethan England detail encounters 
with imprisoned Catholics, but a systematic exploitation of the form must be proved, 
rather than assumed. It could be argued that in WKHSHULRG¶Vclimate of controversy and 
formal discourse disputation would naturally occur; and that the dominance of prison 
debate in the surviving records reflects circumstance, rather than design. Lake and 
Questier present the early modern prison as but µWKH SODFH ZKHUH &DWKROLFV DQG
Protestants weUH PRVWRIWHQ EURXJKW WRJHWKHU¶ ± a natural arena for disputation, that 
facilitated interaction through the laxity of the system, the legitimate, at times public, 
platform it offered and the sheer number of priests incarcerated.5 Christopher 
%DJVKDZ¶V account of the Catholic community at Wisbech notes conference and 
disputation between the priests as they descended into factionalism at the end of the 
sixteenth century, a measure of freedom that was not unusual.6 This said, the role of 
the authorities in arranging and, crucially, reporting prison debate should not be 
understated.7 The freedoms enjoyed could vary: when Fulke offered disputation to 
Catholics held at Wisbech in 1580, John Feckenham reportedly commented µWKHVH
PHQDUHDV VWUDQJHWRPHHDV\RXDUH¶ this offered little evidence of the community 
Bagshaw would later describe.8 The prisoners were free to turn down )XONH¶Voffer, 





Long Reformation, 1500-1800 (London, 1997), pp. 195-233. 
6
 Christopher Bagshaw, A True Relation of the Faction Begun at Wisbech (London, 1601), esp. pp. 1, 
12-3, 22-/DNHDQG4XHVWLHUµ3ULVRQV3ULHVWVDQG3HRSOH¶S 
7
 The authorities played a role in the Wisbech disputes: Milward, Religious Controversies... 
Elizabethan, pp. 117-/DNHDQG4XHVWLHUµ3ULVRQV3ULHVWVDQG3HRSOH¶S 
8
 /DNHDQG4XHVWLHUµ3ULVRQV3ULHVWVDQG3HRSOH¶SS-8; Fulke, True Reporte, sig. A5r. 
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but could not set terms for the debate.9 Similarly, Campion, imprisoned in the Tower, 
was never allowed to set conditions, and few of his challenges were directly 
answered.10 Moreover, where accounts of prison debate are concerned, clear patterns 
of application and restriction can be traced. 
The prison disputations for which accounts survive are never directly 
instigated by a Catholic challenge. Invariably, the Protestants propose or demand a 
debate, under instruction from someone in authority. Fulke was dispatched to Wisbech 
by Richard Cox, Bishop of Ely, though he had no written commission.11 Campion¶V
opponents were sent by a reluctant John Aylmer (directed by µDKLJKHUDXWKRULW\¶), and 
the disputation between Rainolds and Hart was arranged by Francis Walsingham.12 
The authoritative tone of the Campion debates is further heightened by the presence of 
men like Thomas Norton and Robert Beale. These events, as Lake and Questier argue, 
represent an official appropriation of (and collusion with) the prison environment: a 
turn to public display in lieu of effective physical control.13 But they were still 
cautiously undertaken, pursued and contained in response to the authorities¶ concerns. 
The more important question is how these occasions were squared with the 
image of disputation. The form¶V XVH in examination or power-play was not an 
Elizabethan innovation: at the Marian debates held prior to the executions of Cranmer, 
Ridley and Latimer, a similarly fragile balance was maintained between political 
purpose and intellectual process. David Loades describes these events as a µVKRZ
WULDO¶ZKRVHµSDSHUWKLQDFDGHPLFSURSHUWLHVGHFHLYHGQRRQH¶EXWtheir use of formal 
disputation is remarkable: it was chosen instead RIDWULDOµWRGLVFUHGLW[the rHIRUPHUV¶@ 
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LQWHOOHFWXDOSUHWHQVLRQV¶14 Manipulation of the process was not seen as anathema to its 
status; at least, those in authority express little doubt on that score. In fact, its use as a 
polemical device shows its contemporary standing: Greenslade invokes these events 
as a sign of the continued prominence of disputation, despite their imbalance, and the 
same can be said for Elizabethan prison encounters.15 
These 1554 debates had many of the restrictive features that would 
characterise prison disputation under Elizabeth. Cranmer and the others were 
permitted to dispute at one of the universities, but at Oxford, the more conservative 
institution. They were separated when the disputations began, and lacked the time and 
books necessary to prepare ± at least, so Ridley complained when summoned.16 
Moreover, their adversaries ZHUHµDGYRFDWHVDQG MXGJHV¶as Loades has it µZLWKWKH
SRZHU WR FRQGHPQ WKHLU RSSRQHQWV RI KHUHV\ LI WKH\ ZHUH VR WR ILQG¶17 Religious 
disputation with those imprisoned for their beliefs was naturally riddled with 
difficulties. The prisoners themselves were aware of the balance of power, and their 
objections are often cited in their RSSRQHQWV¶ accounts, to demonstrate fairness in the 
works themselves. At Wisbech, Fulke was told: µdisputation is void, for although wee 
overcome our adversaries, wee shoulde not prevail, the lawe is already... against us, & 
wee come rather to suffer, than to dispute.¶18 John Young was of the opinion that 
disputation with prisoners µFDQQRW EH D IUHH GLVSXWDWLRQ¶ ± a view echoed in 
Feckenham¶VQHHGIRU immunity.19 In 1581, Campion can be seen refusing to dispute 
on the true church, as it would be µGDXQJHURXVXQOHVOHDYHPLJKWEHREWDLQHGRIKHU
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 D. M. Loades, The Oxford Martyrs (London, 1970), pp. 127-8. Cranmer, Peter Martyr and others had 
DJUHHG WR GHIHQG (GZDUG¶V FKXUFK LQ D SXEOLF GLVSXWDWLRQ EXW WKLV suggestion GLHG ZLWK &UDQPHU¶V
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Mass., 2007), p. 17; Anthony Marten, Another Collection of Certeine Divine Matters and Doctrines of 
the Same M. D. Peter Martyr (London, 1583), sig. Qq.iiir. 
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DSSRLQWHG¶1'Review of Ten Publike Disputations, pp. 17-19, 74. 
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0DMHVWLHV PRVW KRQRXUDEOH &RXQVDLO¶20 Fear of recrimination hindered debate, but 
there is a also more general principle at work here: the value of free and fair 
disputation. Campion¶V REMHFWLRQV DUH buttressed with the observation that his 
opponent would be granted µIUHHGLVSXWDWLRQ¶LQDQ\&DWKROLFFLW\21  
Imprisonment also created a direct, psychological imbalance, to say nothing of 
torture and impending execution. Hart reportedly told Rainolds: µThe condition of 
conference with you is somewhat un-even. For I lie in prison, and am adjudged to dye: 
the closeness of the one, & terror of the other, doth dull a mans spirits, and make him 
very unfitte for study.¶22 Campion¶V 1581 debates began with a discussion of his 
racking, in which Owen Hopton told him that he protested too much, having µUDWKHU
VHHQH WKHQ IHOW WKH UDFNH¶: µyou could, and did presently go thence to your lodging 
without helpe, and use your handes in writing, and all other partes of your body: 
which you could not have done, if you had bene put to that punishment, with any such 
extremitie as you speake of.¶23 
The withholding of books was perhaps the most common complaint. This, it 
should be noted, was not just a natural consequence of incarceration: here, the 
authorities could have a direct impact on the balance of a debate. µ7KH\ELGXVILJKW¶
one priest complained DW )XONH¶V :LVEHFK FRQIHUHQFH µDQG WDNH RXU Zeapons from 
XV¶24 The objection was repeated GHVSLWH )XONH¶V argument that scripture and the 
Fathers ZHUH µVXIILFLHQW¶.25 What is remarkable here, aside from that confessional 
difference noted in chapter two, is the source of the refusal: µ,KDYH QRDXWKRULWLH WR
GHOLYHU\RXWKRVHERRNHV¶Fulke tells them; µ,FDQQRWGHOLYHUWKRVHWKDWDUHWDNHQDZD\
E\ RUGHU RI WKH &RXQVHOO¶26 More intriguing than imbalance between the sides in 
prison disputation is the relationship between the Protestant disputants and their 
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superiors: such instances highlight the tension between open discourse and political 
reserve.  
At first glance, this question was handled in a similar manner by Rainolds and 
Hart, the priest stating: µI am destitute of bookes: we are not permitted to have any at 
all, saving the Bible onely. You of the other side may have bookes at will: and you 
come fresh from the universitie: whereby you are the readier to use them and alleage 
them.¶27 5DLQROGV¶ UHVSRQVH echoes that of Fulke: µ,I D PDQ GR VXUIHW RI YDULHWLH RI
GLVKHV WKH 3KLVLFLRQ GRWK ZHOO WR G\HW KLP ZLWK RQH ZKROVRPH NLQGH RI PHDW¶; but 
here, the requirements of disputant and patron are reversed, as Walsingham¶V order 
was that Hart be provided with any book he needed.28 In the context of previous 
events, he might simply have been trying to ensure the appearance of equity; but his 
own well-documented Protestant confidence, and the interest he displays at the 1584 
Lambeth debate, suggests something more.29 Of course, use of disputation in religious 
polemic and a genuine belief in its efficacy are not incompatible when one has faith. 
 
Elizabethan prison debates thus amplify the tensions afflicting public religious 
disputation in this period: discursive and intellectual ideals are revered on their own 
merits and carefully manipulated ± a situation complicated by the inequalities of 
power involved. It would be easy to dismiss such occasions DV µVKRZ WULDOV¶, but 
despite the DXWKRULWLHV¶ involvement, intentions were not always obvious, and the 
outcome was not always a foregone conclusion. For all the control they were subject 
to, prison disputations could ± as Lake and Questier indicate ± be real, public 
manifestations of discourse, and their conditions varied as the reign progressed. An 
examination of individual events is thus required to untangle the web of perceptions 
and intent surrounding them. 
 
                                                             
27
 Rainolds, Summe of the Conference, p. 33. 
28
 Ibid., p. 35 
29
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The Westminster Conference 
The 1559 Westminster conference, called to ease the passage of the Acts of 
Supremacy and Uniformity, began ± on the surface ± as a more balanced affair. The 
official account, set forth in black letter by Jugg and Cawood (µSU\QWHUVWRWKH4XHQHV
0DMHVWLH¶), describes its purpose in positive, academic WHUPV µfor the satisfaction of 
persons doubtful, as also for the knowledge of the very trueth in certayne mater of 
difference¶Dnd where the Catholic side, composed of Marian bishops and clergymen, 
are asked WR µUHQGHU DFFRPSWH RI WKHLU ID\WK¶ LW LV PDGH FOHDU WKDW WKHVH are the 
ArchbLVKRS RI <RUN¶s own words.30 This opening cannot, however, disguise the 
HYHQW¶Vpurpose. William Haugaard suggested that it was initially intended to prepare 
the ground for reform before a clerical audience, but that political developments had 
broadened its role.31 Even in the printed account, there is an immediacy to its timing 
(µDVVRQHDs possible might be agreed upon¶), and there was an overwhelming political 
presence in the event, including the Privy Council and members of the nobility and 
Parliament.32 The account states that representatives and nobles asked that answers be 
written and read in English, against Catholic wishes, µfor the better satisfaction & 
inhabling of their owne Judgments to treate and conclude of suche lawes as myght 
depende hereupon.¶33 The GHEDWH¶V political drive thus shines through the academic 
imagery of this report. 
Moreover, while enough was granted the Catholics for the rhetoric of balance 
to be maintained, the outcome of the conference was pre-arranged as far as possible. 
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 Anon, The Declaracyon of the Procedynge of a Conference (London, 1560), sigs 1v-2v. Nicholas 
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In a letter to Peter Martyr, Jewel ± soon to be a Westminster delegate ± outlined the 
RFFDVLRQ¶V purpose in terms far removed from those of the official account: it had 
been arranged so that the Catholics µPD\ KDYHQRJURXQGRIFRPSODLQW WKDW WKH\DUH
put down by power and autKRULW\ RI ODZ¶34 The questions were chosen to pave the 
way for reform, and were framed around scripture and the ancient church, 
undermining recourse to continuity, and the final format required answers in 
English.35 Of the Catholic requirements, it was granted that answers be provided in 
writing, but even this was qualified with the proviso that they be read aloud.36 These 
conditions reflect purpose and audience, as Haugaard notes. But they also speak to the 
primacy of purpose over intellectual ideals and Catholic demands. In an echo of Jewel, 
Robert Persons¶ history of disputation asserted WKDWµWKH4XHHQHDQGWKRVHWKDWZHUH
nearest about her, havinge determined to make a change of Religion, thought they 
should do yt best, and most justifiable, yf they promised some name of disputation, 
ZKHULQWKH&DWKROLNVKDGE\QVDWLVILHGRUYDQTXLVKHG¶37 Westminster, then, had much 
in common with prison debates: it was politically driven, weighted against the 
Catholic side and then conducted in a partisan manner. Though neither side were 
prisoners when the debate began, by its end the bishops of Lincoln and Winchester 
were en route to the Tower.38 
Historical consensus describes the event DV µVWDJHG¶ or, at the least, 
µPDQLSXODWHG WR GLVFUHGLW WKH &DWKROLF FDXVH¶39 Norman Jones suggested that it was 
only LQWHQGHGµWRSURYLGHSURSDJDQGD¶DQGZDVthen seized upon as an opportunity to 
weaken the Catholic position.40 Remarkably, however, the printed account 
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manipulates little beyond process: tKH &DWKROLFV¶ discredit is attempted through a 
description of practice and attitude.41 The religious points ± of which there were 
several before the conference collapsed ± are glossed over, and the questions are 
appended almost as an afterthought.42 To give a typical example, referring to the 
CatholicV¶ spokesman, Henry Cole: µ[He] made a declaracyon of their meaninges and 
their reasons to their first [pro]position, which being ended, they were asked by the 
privy counsel if any of them had any more to be saied: and they said no.¶43 The 
purpose of this work, then, is not religious instruction. Unlike later accounts, it is 
entirely polemical ± an epideictic tale. Here, the character of the new settlement is 
being defined, in opposition to that of its detractors.44 
 The debate itself was not held to the university form; indeed, its conditions 
remained confused throughout.45 7KH DXWKRULWLHV¶ initial agreement to have written 
declarations rather than open debate again speaks to the HYHQW¶V purpose ± clear 
statements and judgement being preferred over convoluted scholastic disputation. 
There was, however, a moderator of sorts: Sir Nicholas Bacon, who took the duty to 
mean keeping the Catholics in check.46 From the outset, by the printed account, the 
bishops deviated from the predetermined form, claiming to KDYHµPLVWDNHQ¶WKe initial 
agreement. TKHLU µERRN¶ ZDV QRW UHDG\ EXW WKH\ ZHUH SUHSDUHG µWR DUJXH DQG
                                                             
41
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GLVSXWH¶47 As the debate continues, the account turns into a litany of awkwardness: 
having declared that they had no more to say on the first proposition, several of the 
bishops then ask to add to their answer ± a deviation which, like their first µmistake¶, 
is allowed, though µWKH\ P\JKWH KDYH EHQ ZHOO UHSUHKHQGHG IRU VXFKH PDQHU RI
FDYLOODF\RQV¶ The granting of both requests is here described as having two motives: 
to ensure the CatholicV¶ a full hearing, and ± crucially ± for the better ordering of the 
debate.48 
 Further argument on the first question was appointed for the second day, but 
was then disallowed by Bacon, who insisted that the Catholics go to the second 
topic.49 After a dispute as to who should begin, they then refused to proceed.50 Rather 
than provide a reason for their stand, the printed account glosses over both the initial 
arrangement and this second dispute, satisfying itself with denunciation: the Catholics 
persist in their refusal with no regard to the arguments, their own reputations, or their 
cause, µXSRQZKDWVLQLVWHURUG\VRUGHUHGPHDQLQJHLVQRW\HWIXOO\HNQRZHQWKRXJKLQ
VRPH SDUW LW EH XQGHUVWD>Q@GHG¶51 The implication, that they had no confidence in 
their position, would survive in SROHPLFLVWV¶ citations of the event: Featley invoked it 
in 1638: µafter the Protestants had given the charge, the Popish party... sounded a 
retreat, and upon frivolous pretences brake up the conference¶.52 Haugaard finds the 
reason for their reluctance in the second question, on the authority of individual 
churches, which required either compliance or a damaging appeal to papal authority.53 
But in addition, direct exertion of authority and clumsy manipulation of procedure, in 
an already imbalanced, politicised exchange, had turned them against further 
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participation ± by the printed account, some refused µPRUHHUQHVWO\¶54 At the close, 
the bishops of Lincoln and Winchester were imprisoned, and the rest were essentially 
told not to leave town.55  
 The official account of Westminster provides a model for the use of a public 
debate ± and specifically an DGYHUVDU\¶V conduct ± in polemic. The &DWKROLFV¶
perceived evasions and eventual refusal are described as signs of weakness and 
manifest error, and as disrespectful to µVXFK DQ KRQRUDEOH DVVHPEO\¶56 Thus, as 
Persons notes, victory is given to the Protestants, µDQG RYHUWKURZ WR WKH &DWK 
Bishopps, who yet, as yow see, were never permitted to propose any one argument, or 
UHDVRQ LQ GXH SODFH DQG W\PH¶57 Persons invokes practice and purpose, but the 
Declaracyon of the Procedynge had already laid claim to discursive ideals. In calling 
the conference, Elizabeth sought counsel, demonstrating sovereign wisdom, but the 
Catholics had then confused and ruined the event.58 Persons, on the impact of the 
conference, lamented: µ>many] rested themselves upon this point, that the Protestants 
were learned men, and had gotten the victory in disputations against the Catholiks, for 
thaWVR\WZDVWROGWKHP$QGWKLVWKH\WKRXJKWVXIILFLHQWIRUWKHLUDVVXUDQFH¶59  
 
William Fulke at Wisbech 
After Westminster, public disputation of controversial religion was prohibited for 
more than two decades. National doctrine had been decided, and the government 
maintained that further debate would not be conducive to uniformity. By 1580, 
however, this restriction had become problematic. Disputation at the universities 
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continued, the queen herself attending several on visitations, and reports of public, 
controversial debate on the continent had found their way into English print.60 
Awareness of the practice had not diminished. There had also been developments in 
the church hierarchy and the higher levels of government: a more engaged, reformist 
group ± typified by Walsingham and Leicester ± had risen, and maintained a secure 
position even after the fall of Edmund Grindal; and both they and the conservatives on 
whom Elizabeth increasingly relied were faced with growing puritan dissent and the 
immediate danger of the Catholic missions, both of which demanded confrontation.61 
The former trends are tied to what Lake, following Collinson, has described as the 
µSURWHVWDQWL]DWLRQRI(QJOLVKFXOWXUHDQGVRFLHW\¶ from the early 1570s.62 
Thus, when Campion distributed his µ%rag¶ to the Privy Council in 1580, 
challenging defenders of the English Church to a public disputation, reactions were 
mixed.63 At first, the official line was maintained: the radical controversialist William 
Charke stated WKDW&KULVWLDQVZHUHµDVVXUHGRIWKHPDQLIHVWWUXHWK¶DQGhad no need of 
a debate after so long without them; and Meredith Hanmer agreed that the time for 
discussion had passed. Both, however, were willing to debate if it became necessary.64 
Campion himself, in November 1580, reported that many refused his challenge solely 
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because of royal commandment.65 The Jesuit painted this as an excuse; but given later 
events, there were undoubtedly divines who felt constrained by the policy. Moreover, 
as Lake and Questier discuss, the challenge ± and the mission itself ± presented the 
authorities with a crisis of legitimacy. The µBrag¶ was a precaution against 
politicisation of WKH-HVXLWV¶SUHVHQFH, but the approach of this and related works was 
to level that same accusation: the government and English preachers, they argued, 
were unable to defend their position in debate, and so made the exchange a political 
one, following their own worldly inclinations and abilities.66 Thus, the authorities 
were faced with ± and had helped to create ± a climate in which public religious 
disputation could no longer be avoided. Forms of discourse had already been urged 
from within their own ranks and resisted (the best example being *ULQGDO¶Vstand and 
removal); but these challenges publicly placed their prohibition on the wrong side of 
religious and intellectual principle.67  
Where the acceptability of public disputation is concerned, however, striking 
parallels can be drawn between the attitude of English authorities and that of Catholic 
leaders on the continent: McCoog charts disagreement between Everard Mercurian, 
Jesuit Superior General, and William Allen on precisely this question. Mercurian, long 
wary of any English mission, forbade disputation unless the priests saw no other 
option: µLW LVDFKDUDFWHULVWLFRIKeretics, when they are clearly beaten in argument, to 
EH XQZLOOLQJ WR JLYH LQ WR DQ\ERG\¶68 But Allen looked for academic ability in his 
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$OOHQ¶VSUHIHUHQFHV are apparent in the programme of his Douai seminary: its students 
were trained in disputation, taught to examine scripture in the original languages, and 
pitted against each other in practice debates. Each week, some would take the 
Protestant side to hone their skills; and material for study was chosen specifically to 
counter Protestant divines.70 Just as English clergymen faced conflicting orders and 
instincts, then, the missionaries had a range of instructions, but the English authorities 
did not leave the question open to debate. Thus, it was inevitable that the challenge 
would be a Catholic one; and that the resulting debate would play out behind prison 
walls. A need for disputation can be found on both sides, long before 1580; but until 
the mission began, it was held in check by cautious authorities, perpetuating old 
warnings about engagement with heretics. 
The work of Campion and Persons (who soon added his voice to the challenge) 
marks an end to the (QJOLVK DXWKRULWLHV¶ aversion to public religious disputation. In 
October 1580, just months after the µBrag¶, Fulke was dispatched to Wisbech, his 
offer bearing the authority of Bishop Cox.71 A former Chancellor of Oxford, Cox 
maintained a keen interest in learning and close relations with Elizabeth and Lord 
Burghley.72 By Fulke¶V account, the prisoners were unprepared for this Episcopal 
mandate: they refused to DFFHSW &R[¶V LQYROYHPHQW XQWLO they received letter and 
testimony to that effect.73 They had been required to have regular private conference 
with Protestant divines, and Fulke states that this was not the first such offer to be 
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made to them; but this reaction, and the fact that some were strangers to one another, 
suggests a new approach. This was, moreover, the first such meeting to be written up 
and printed.74  
The comparisons to be drawn between )XONH¶V account and the printed report 
after Westminster are striking. The exchange was not, in itself, a disputation; rather, it 
was an impromptu conference grown from an attempt to initiate one. TKH&DWKROLFV¶
lengthy refusal again allows the ZRUN¶V force to derive from attitudes, rather than 
theological points, but its tone is less driven. It is written in dialogue form ± claiming, 
at least, to recount everything said ± and eschews the judgemental language of later 
portions of the Westminster account. Fulke concludes: µSeeing yee refuse all thinges I 
offer you, I have no more to say: but to pray to God, if it be his will, to open your 
eyes, that you may see the trueth, or els to hasten his judgementes uppon you for your 
obstinacie.¶75 This is a measured approach to the reporting of religious discourse, 
engendered by the climate in which it was produced. The message of the work ± that 
Catholics refuse to take part in reasoned debate ± is the same, but it is left to the reader 
to come to this conclusion and draw inferences from it.  
 This is not, however, to suggest that the Catholics were shown leniency; 
indeed, their refusal of )XONH¶V offer was prompted by the conditions he proposed. 
Although it is suggested that they would be allowed to select the topics (an element 
not left to chance at Westminster) and to decide whether the debate would proceed by 
writing or speech, prison limitations are still in evidence: they were not to be allowed 
books beyond scripture and the Fathers, and their notes would not be returned to 
them.76 )XONH¶V discussion of these restrictions raises an interesting question: 
throughout, he is remarkably eager to know whether the Catholics would dispute; 
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enough to suggest that this was his (or his SDWURQV¶ only concern.77 He had not, one 
might argue, been sent to arrange a disputation, so much as to ascertain whether, and 
under what circumstances, the prisoners would take part. This, in the context of the 
Jesuit challenge, is a crucial distinction. Either Fulke and Cox were genuinely trying 
to engage the prisoners, or they were working to improve the credibility of the church 
after the µBrag¶. A combination of the two is most likely: those involved cannot have 
been oblivious to the Jesuit challenges, but here they do put another question to the 
prisoners. After their initial refusal, Fulke asks if they will hear him preach ± an offer 
they again refuse. This, however, is not pursued as vigorously, and cannot be 
described as the DFFRXQW¶Vprimary focus.78 
 )XONH¶Vefforts at Wisbech produced some brief discussion of religion, but this 
was not held to any form. His account records sporadic debate on the question of the 
true church, a sermon given by one of his companions (µ)OXG¶ by name) and the 
practice of disputation itself, before he returns to his offer and asks, hypothetically, 
whether the prisoners would dispute at Cambridge. Again they refuse, and the meeting 
ends.79 )XONH¶Vaccount was printed the following year. 
 
Disputations with Campion 
This meeting is valuable as a first showing of the DXWKRULWLHV¶ hand, and as a 
disputation about disputation; but in all other respects it is overshadowed by the 
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events of 1581. That July, Campion was captured and taken to the Tower.80 In 
questioning him, the authorities had two objectives: counteracting his writings and 
activities, and establishing his role ± if any ± in the Catholic plots being concocted on 
the continent. The Jesuit maintained that his purpose in England was purely religious, 
having affirmed as much at a gathering of priests that month, but he was nonetheless 
questioned on his contacts and the circumstances of his being in the country.81 The 
approach taken with Campion was twofold: persuasion and discredit, the two blurring 
together as false reports of his confession and conversion were distributed at home and 
abroad.82 Through late July and August, he was tortured, moved in and out of close 
imprisonment and examined in a variety of settings on his activities and intent.83 
Meanwhile, John Aylmer was directed to answer his Rationes Decem ± which had 
been distributed at St 0DU\¶V, Oxford in June ± and to arrange disputations with the 
Jesuit.84 This measure was designed to undermine &DPSLRQ¶Vchallenges; to discredit 
him with Catholics and Protestants alike, particularly those over whom he might have 
exerted some influence.85 In the late 19th century, Richard Simpson suggested that the 
impact of the Rationes Decem stemmed from its roots in µWKH QHZ OHDUQLQJ¶ and 
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indeed, the work imagines its UHDGHUV DV µSKLORVRSKHUV NHHQ-sighted, lovers of the 
truth, of simplicity RI PRGHVW\ HQHPLHV RI WHPHULW\ RI WULIOHV DQG VRSKLVPV¶86 
Simpson argues that the debates resulted partly from the demands of interested 
courtiers, though they were certainly a polemical strategy by the queen and Council.  
These µpublic¶ disputations ± acceptable now that Campion languished in the 
Tower ± were arranged entirely to WKH-HVXLW¶V disadvantage, and would prove the most 
imbalanced of the reign.87 But the printed, Protestant accounts they produced describe 
± for the first time in the period ± the formal structures of disputation, in claiming 
even-handedness. They are also the first such works to fully address controversial 
topics.88 Of course, their rhetoric of balance and purpose is hampered by CampioQ¶s 
VLWXDWLRQQRWWRPHQWLRQWKH3URWHVWDQWV¶approach, and they do not endeavour to hide 
their allegiances; but given the circumstances in which the debates were arranged, and 
the climate in which the Rationes Decem had been received, their descriptions of full, 
formal disputation ± which Catholic reports confirm to have been used in the event ± 
speak to the continued acceptance of scholastic debate, and its reacceptance by the 
state and church. There had been a progression, of sorts, from Westminster.  
The disputations took place over four days. On the last of August, the 
opponents were Nowell and Day, dHDQVRI6W3DXO¶VDQG:LQGVRU. On September 18th, 
Fulke took over, with Roger Goad; both returning on the 23rd. Four days later, the 
opponents were John Walker and William Charke, the latter having served as notary at 
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previous debates.89 These clergymen are an interesting mix. Nowell was a Marian 
exile, who upon his preferment demonstrated leanings toward puritanism.90 Day had 
been a young convert, his radicalism tempered enough for him to enjoy state 
patronage throughout his career.91 Fulke and Goad were Cambridge men: one was 
head of Pembroke WKH RWKHU SURYRVW RI .LQJ¶V.92 Fulke, an associate of Thomas 
Cartwright and a man of dwindling puritan conviction, was the most active in anti-
Catholicism: Wisbech and the Campion debates represent an engagement that would 
come to dominate his career.93 Goad, a lifelong moderate, had also visited Wisbech in 
1580, on &R[¶VSDQHOLnvestigating the Family of Love.94 The final opponents present 
the most unusual duo: Walker was a committed reformer, adapting to Elizabethan 
moderation; but Charke was more radical.95 A µSXULWDQ ULQJOHDGHU¶ active in the 
conferences, his deployment here was a result of his own anti-Catholic efforts and 
dealings with Aylmer.96 The inclusion of men like Charke is remarkable, offering an 
insight into the authorities¶objectives. Field, a notary for the latter disputations and 
author of the corresponding account, was to become a leading figure in the 
presbyterian dissent of the later 1580s, although Collinson notes his µUHVSHFWDELOLW\¶DW
the time of the 1581 debates, Field having secured favour with Leicester.97 Aylmer 
had encountered Field, Charke and others in 1577, sending William Cecil a report that 
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deemed such men only marginally less dangerous to uniformity than Catholics; but 
they still proved useful in confuting Catholicism.98 Lake and Questier note the 
opportunities such efforts offered divines like Field, Charke and Walter Travers to 
show loyalty.99  
The setting and conditions of the disputations varied ± a result of &DPSLRQ¶V
showing, Catholic reports and the attitude of the authorities.100 The first took place in 
a chapel at the Tower, with seating arranged for a large auditory, but the second was 
held LQ+RSWRQ¶Vprivate hall, and was attended by around thirteen people.101 Each pair 
of Protestant divines had their own approach, but there were instructions to which they 
all had to adhere. As noted, the disputation form was used to bind &DPSLRQ¶Vhands, 
as he was confined to the role of respondent. Again, this order came from the 
organisers, Fulke having to inform an adversary that it was beyond his power to grant 
their demands, although the rule lapsed once on the second day, once on the third, and 
again under Charke and Walker.102 Remarkably, in seeking to justify the GHEDWHV¶
imbalance, the Protestants ± and their printed accounts ± still work to appropriate the 
procedural authority of disputation. Where Campion is granted an opportunity to 
oppose, it is described as a deviation from the appointed FRXUVH µ\RX VKDOEH
DQVZHUHG¶one opponent statesµWKRXJKLWEHQRW\RXUpart WRRSSRVH¶.103 
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As described by Nowell and Day, the first debate began with a blend of 
suspicion and proselytising goodwill. Campion was told that they ZHUH WKHUH µWR GR
KLP JRRG¶ DQd was assured that the questions would be taken from the Rationes 
DecemVRµhe could not thinke himselfe to be suddenly taken as unprovided.¶By this 
account, Campion said only that he did not understand their coming; but the only 
complete Catholic report of the day has the Jesuit objecting that it was not fair dealing, 
for KH ZDV µGHVWLWXWH RI DOO WKH KHOSHV ZKHUHZLWK KHH PDGH KLV ERRNH¶.104 The 
disputation was soon hijacked by state concerns. Accusations of cruelty in the 
Rationes Decem prompted a discussion of &DPSLRQ¶Vown experiences, during which 
Hopton described his time on the rack.105 The Jesuit was told to consider the cause, at 
which Beale asked if he had been questioned on religion. By the Protestant account, 
Campion answered: µThat he was not in deede directly examined of Religion, but 
moved to confesse in what places he had bene conversant, since his repaire into the 
Realme¶; and when Beale then explained the concern, he UHSOLHG WKDW µKH PLJKW QRW
betUD\KLV&DWKROLNHEUHWKUHQ¶7KHH[DPLQDWLRQRIWKHRationes Decem resumed, and 
that distinctly Elizabethan line between disputation and interrogation was avoided.106 
Catholic accounts are less mannered: Paolo Bombino, an early biographer of the 
Jesuit, has the intimation of treason causing him to rise to his feet, asserting: µ,I
anyone, setting my religion aside, dare charge me with any crime whatsoever... 
GLVFKDUJHRQPHDOOWKHFUXHOWLHV\RXFDQ¶107 The full Catholic account hDVµ/HWDQ\
man... within this realme charge me with woorde or fact but concerninge conscience 
and religion, DQG,\HOGHWRHGHWHUPLQDFLRQ¶ at which Nowell calls for silence.108  
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The questions, taken from the Rationes Decem, were not for &DPSLRQ¶Vbenefit 
± they were a tactical move. The topics amounted to a defence of positions charged by 
the work as heretical: the removal of parts of scripture by Luther and subsequent 
reformers. This allowed Nowell and Day to take the role of the injured party, while 
their respondent was forced to argue from prior assertions. By the end of the morning, 
Campion ± and those few Catholics allowed to sit by him ± were asking that they 
might dispute on some other point, rather than continue with the work.109 &DPSLRQ¶V
difficulty is emphasised in the Protestant account: several times, he falls silent, and 
once rises up, µwith so great contention of voice, and with such gesture, casting up his 
armes, & beating upon his booke, that one of us challenged him therefore, 
demaunding why he used such outragious speach and behaviour¶.110 The Protestants, 
meanwhile, played to the crowd: they surprised Campion with an edition of Luther 
chosen to cast doubt on his argument, appealed directly to the judgement of those 
present, and concluded the morning with a summation which ± by their own account ± 
was attacked by the priest Ralph Sherwin as being selective.111 In the afternoon, they 
made a show of departing from the Rationes Decem, but soon returned to the 
morQLQJ¶V topics. When they finally turned to another question, it was justification, 
itself µILUVW RI DOO RWKHU PHQWLRQHG LQ [the] ERRNH¶, and here they protested they had 
only brief notes, having come to examine the work, µUDWKHUWKHQWRGLVSXWH¶112 
 Two further points are worth noting in this debate. The first, as reported in the 
printed account, came when Campion almost subscribed to the doctrine of sola fidei, 
on the condition that his opponents DJUHH WKDW EHLQJ MXVWLILHG RQH VKRXOG µZDONH
IRUZDUGPRUHDQGPRUHLQWKHZRUNHVRIULJKWHRXVQHVVH¶Nowell and Day agreed, and 
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the subscription was only stayed by Sherwin.113 Another point involved &DPSLRQ¶V
knowledge of Greek. The Jesuit was given several books in the language, which ± by 
the Protestant account ± he flatly refused to read; but Catholic reports claim that he 
refused only the first, and that this prompted scorn from the Protestant side. Later, 
they assert, the Jesuit read and gave the true meaning of a place in St Basil, 
confounding any suggestion of deficiency, µZKHUHDWWKHUHZDVVRPHDGPLUDWLRQPDGH
among the Protestantes.¶114 The printed accounts, produced later, maintain that this is 
false; and here later opponents take every opportunity to WHVW&DPSLRQ¶Vknowledge of 
the tongue. On the second day, Fulke hands him a New Testament, saying: µVHHLWDQG
reade LW¶at which Campion exclaims, µZKDWFKLOGLVKGHDOLQJLVWKLV>,@KDYHDVPXFK
*UHNHDVZLOVHUYHP\WXUQH¶115 On the third, Fulke reads a place in Epiphanius aloud, 
Campion reVSRQGLQJ µI understand Latine better then Greeke. Yet I trust I have 
Greeke ynough to answere you withall. Reade it in Latine.¶116 Charke, on the fourth 
day, makes show of translating a place in Basil, because the Jesuit, he says, did not 
µGHDOH ZLWK WKH *UHHNH¶117 It should be noted that alongside Catholic denials, 
Simpson cited several of &DPSLRQ¶V OHWWHUV containing µDSSRVLWH *UHHN TXRWDWLRQV
written LQ VFKRODUOLNH KDQG¶ In his estimation, following the full Catholic report, 
accounts of &DPSLRQ¶V inability are a fiction, based on one refusal (the print was too 
small), and created purely to discredit him.118 
 Campion was more active when the second day began, questioning the 
disputations¶ validity: µthese conferences are unequall, both in respect of the 
suddainnesse of them, as also for want of such necessary helpes as were fitte and 
convenient.¶ It is here that he calls for his own notary.119 By )LHOG¶V account, he 
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summarised his objections by describing the debate as DµFRQIHUHQFH¶± a rare explicit 
distinction between this DQGµGLVSXWDWLRQ¶His ideal encounter, he states, would be µLQ
the 8QLYHUVLWLHV¶120  
If the reported conduct of Nowell and Day was grandstanding and 
opportunistic, that of Fulke and Goad was wholly businesslike.121 By all reports, their 
arguments and reactions suggest that they were keen to avoid their SUHGHFHVVRUV¶ 
outbursts, and to proceed efficiently with the examination of Campion¶V work.122 
)XONH¶V RSHQLQJ VWDWHPHQW, as printed by Field, SODFHG &DPSLRQ¶V prior conduct in 
opposition to the ideals of disputation: µthis I woulde have knowen unto you, that our 
purpose is not to deale by discourse, but... according to the order of Schooles, &c.¶123 
So perfunctory was the 3URWHVWDQWV¶ tone that Campion made a point of asking each 
divine his name before responding to their questions.124 As the disputation progressed, 
following the Rationes Decem to church visibility and error, he was rebuked several 
times for evasion µ<RX DEXVH WKH SUHVHQFH ZLWK PXOWLWXGH RI ZRUGHV¶ )XONH told 
him; and again, µ<RXGREXWWDONH¶125 ,Q)LHOG¶VDFFRXQWZhere both sides are called 
back to the question by Hopton, Goad accuses the Jesuit of trying µWRDYRLGWKHPDWWHU
LQFRQWURYHUVLH¶126 Throughout, the opponents focused on religious topics, eschewing 
matters of state authority. Field has Campion answering an instance of 6W 3HWHU¶V
dissimulation with the declaration: µWhy, in some case the Catholikes thinke they may 
communicate with you, come to your Churches, & you againe co[m]municate 
w[ith]us, & go to our churches, dispute & conferre w[ith] us, &c¶; to which Fulke 
respondsµYou drawe to a thing you ought to be silent in. It is a matter of state, it were 
best for you to leave such things.¶ Here, Campion asks if he is being threatened: a 
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sharp reminder of the balance of power, which at once damages the rhetoric of formal, 
equitable disputation.127 
 This change in tone came to full fruition on the third day, and here sheds light 
on the purpose of these debates. Throughout, the Protestants had maintained that they 
were working for Campion¶Vbenefit; the assertions of Nowell and Day being repeated 
by Hopton on the 23rd. Field has him telling the Jesuit µto consider what great favour 
her Majestie shewed him, that hee might have conference with the learned to reforme 
KLVHUURXUV¶WRZKLFK Campion replies that he is not in doubt, and aims to instruct his 
opponents.128 When none present then volunteered to serve as moderator, Fulke 
reportedly turned to the lieutenant to ask: 
 
that it might please [him] when one argument was done, to commaunde 
us to go to another. And also when we have accepted an answere, not to 
suffer the adversarie to carie the matter with multitude of wordes: so that 
we be neither forced to leave our argument, as though we could followe it 
no longer, nor the adversarie permitted with large discourses to spende 
the time unprofitably, contrary to the right meaning of this conference.129 
 
As the debate heats up, he explains: 
 
The other day when wee had some hope of your conversion, we forbare 
you much, and suffered you to discourse, contrary to the order of any 
good conference... nowe that we see you are an obstinate heretike, and 
seeke to cover the light of the trueth with multitude of wordes, we meane 
not to allow you such large discourses, nor to forbeare you, as we did. 
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Catholic manuscript reports had already interpreted &DPSLRQ¶V YHUERVLW\ DV
dominance; and these assertions, combined with his professed certainty, drove his 
opponents to exert greater control.130 From the first day, disputation had been 
manipulated to contain Campion, but in risking it in the first place, the authorities had 
failed to cover the polemical exits. 
Two things need exploring in this statement from Fulke. The first is the 
3URWHVWDQWV¶ prior concern for WKHLU UHVSRQGHQW¶V soul. While it seems doubtful that 
they truly believed he might be convinced, the expression of hope was vital ± reports 
of his conversion had already been circulated to discredit him; and, more importantly, 
the debates needed an objective beyond discredit and self-evident proof. A genuine 
KRSH IRU &DPSLRQ¶V FRQYHUVLRQ should not, however, be dismissed: as implied in 
many contemporary analogies, a disputation was a battle, at the end of which 
something ought to be claimed. Moreover, it was considered a Christian duty to win 
dissenters to the faith. In a move that recalls )XONH¶Voffer at Wisbech, Catholics in the 
Tower were brought to hear sermons, indicating an effort beyond disputation to foist 
reformed doctrine upon them.131 In considering purpose, perhaps, we must distinguish 
between the intended effects of a disputation and those of subsequent accounts ± 
0F&RRJ¶s depiction of Reformation debates as µWULDOV¶ intended to demonstrate and 
destroy is flawed in a post-Reformation context because it glosses over this 
distinction. With the exception, one might argue, of Westminster, religious opposition 
was not µdestroyed¶ in disputation; rather, it had to be weakened through the 
distribution of unfavourable reports. More importantly, the errors of heretics were not 
to be demonstrated, but met and justifiably confuted. Disputation was a challenge and 
duty, as shown in every facet of its surrounding imagery.132 
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7KH VHFRQG SRLQW WR EH QRWHG LV )XONH¶V renewed distinction between 
µGLVFRXUVH¶ DQG µJRRG FRQIHUHQFH¶ $ SRUWLRQ RI this is rhetorical; intended to place 
Campion in opposition to recognised ideals. But in the climate of the period this alone 
speaks to the persistent role and weight of formal disputation. If &DPSLRQ¶V ZULWWHQ
efforts had succeeded because of their form and tone, )XONH¶V championing of 
scholastic debate might appear something of a risk, but it does not seem to have been 
regarded as one by the authorities or the disputants. In fact, the methods employed by 
Fulke and Goad demonstrate those trends posited in chapter one: the continued 
influence of academic tradition, and a persistent faith in the value of certain scholastic 
forms.133 Moreover, )XONH¶V GLVWLQFWLRQ EHWZHHQ µGLVFRXUVH¶ DQG GLVSXWDWLRQ hints at 
his frustration at Wisbech. The tone of his 1581 account cast him as the dutiful 
polemicist, but here he seems more like a schoolmaster, working to contain a 
troublesome pupil. Indeed, this image itself forms a part of the DFFRXQW¶V approach: 
once Fulke TXHVWLRQV &DPSLRQ¶V HGXFDWLRQ H[SUHVVLQJ GRXEW WKDW he had read a 
particular volume by Augustine. µI do not beleeve that ever you read it,¶Fulke states. 
µBut sure I am, that xx. yeres agoe you had not read it. You would seeme to be an 
older student in Divinitie then you are by a great deale.¶ This is a response to the 
protest, µ7ZHQWLH\HUHVDJRH,KDYHUHDGWKLVERRNH¶EXW is phrased to undermine the 
Jesuit ± again, WRGLVFUHGLWKLVµLQWHOOHFWXDOSUHWHQVLRQV¶.134 These formal debates ± and 
the accounts that followed ± were not intended simply to confute &DPSLRQ¶Vreligious 
points, but to separate them from the clear foundation of learning elucidated in the 
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Rationes Decem and the µBrag¶.135 Disputation had to be used, because an adversary 
had associated their beliefs with a certain degree ± and type ± of scholarship.136 
Much of this day consisted of a return to earlier points, as Campion was shown 
works previously unavailable. The 3URWHVWDQWV¶ tone remained brusque; their 
UHVSRQGHQW¶Vanswers being read back to him as each place was cited and given the 
last word. &DPSLRQ¶Vanswers were taken as definitive, and he was given little space 
to expand on them ± in this, these exchanges resemble the ILUVWGD\¶Vexamination of 
the Rationes Decem. As Fulke reportedly told him, µWe have heard your answere 
before: we are not now to dispute the matter againe, but to deliver our credite for the 
allegations.¶137 This process did not, however, consume the entire disputation; and in 
fact, a good portion of the day consisted of syllogistic reasoning, hindered more by 
confessional intractability than artificial restriction. Here, by the Protestant account, 
Campion confined himself to prior answers: often, he gave a definitive statement and 
would then accept no further debate; even when Goad allowed him (briefly) to 
oppose.138 There are, however, signs that the Protestants were simply noting his 
answers and moving on, suggesting demonstrative, rather than persuasive, intent.139 
Once, Goad expanded the PRUQLQJ¶Vacceptance of prior answers to cover all Catholic 
works: µWhatsoever you can shewe... hath bene shewed by others of your side, and is 
sufficiently answered.¶140 This, though tactical and ± with hindsight ± detrimental to 
the GHEDWH¶Vintellectual credentials, is nonetheless confined to a few incidents. By any 
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account, it is neither endemic nor obvious enough to disqualify the event as a 
disputation. 
Indeed, the efficient scholasticism of Fulke and Goad was something of a high 
point. Simpson noted that on the fourth day, Walker and Charke ± with the 
JRYHUQPHQW¶VµPDQRIEXVLQHVV¶Norton, now one of the notaries ± µWUHDWHG&DPSLRQ
more brutally than any of WKH IRUPHU GLVSXWDQWV¶141 Simpson highlights the 
accusations of impudence and sedition with which Walker opened proceedings; but 
both he and the Catholic reports fail to mention the beginning of that oration, as 
related by Field: µGentlemen, ye shall understande that we be sent hither by authoritie, 
to talke & conferre with one called Campion, an English man borne, and brought up in 
this realme in schooles & places where good learning hath bene taught, so that he 
might have bene a good instrument in this common wealth and Church¶142 Here is a 
divergence from previous days: Walker is not trying WR XQGHUPLQH &DPSLRQ¶V
abilities, but to paint them as a loss to the realm ± taken by Rome, and thus tragically 
gone to waste. Whatever their prior intentions, it would seem that by the 27th of 
September CampLRQ¶VRSSRQHQWVKHOGRXWlittle hope for his conversion.143 Moreover, 
the reference to his schooling bolsters the illusion that the disputations were balanced: 
Campion is an educated man, and thus a worthy adversary, despite his imprisonment. 
More generally, Walker retained the practical wariness of Fulke; his scolding of 
Campion ending with a GHWHUPLQDWLRQ WR SURFHHG µQRWZLWKVWDQGLQJ ZH ZLOO GRH RXU
EHVW WKDWZHFDQ*RGJLYH LWJRRGHIIHFW¶144 Charke was less ambivalent, and Field 
has Campion himself pointing out his hostility: µ7KLVPDQZRXOGEHDQJU\ZLWKPHLI
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KH NQHZ ZK\¶ Here, Charke responds, µIf I woulde, knowe I not why to be angrie 
with you, a notable and vowed enemie of the trueth of God, and a seditious man 
against the state? But I come not to deale with your person, but against your errors: 
Answer the argument.¶145 
:DONHU¶VILUVWTXHVWLRQZDVDUHWXUQWRthe Rationes Decem, and the first point 
covered by Nowell and Day.146 Here, however, Field indicates that Campion was 
permitted to give considered answers. The debate was no more balanced than earlier 
portions had been, but direct arguments were at least being made, similar to those 
against Fulke and Goad.147 In the afternoon, Campion was allowed to state his position 
on justification ± a statement preVHQWHG LQ)LHOG¶VDFFRXQW LQUHDVRQDEOH ODQJXDJH.148 
In the attitude of the opponents, however, the divergence EHWZHHQ)LHOG¶Vaccount and 
Catholic reports is remarkable. Persons describes a return to the posturing of the first 
day, Charke in particular playing to the audience.149 Their reactions, meanwhile, are 
presented as unfavourable: Persons claims that they once tried to leave, but that 
Charke closed the doors. Field makes little mention of this, RWKHUWKDQWRQRWHµDQRSHQ
misliking of the answeres, and VRPH VSHDFK RI PDNLQJ DQ HQGH¶, at which Charke 
requests an additional argument.150 The one Catholic assertion supported here is that 
of Charke¶V appeals to the auditory. His arguments are dressed with such phrases as, 
µThis I would have all the companie marke and understand, whom you labor with 
indirect speaches to abuse and draw from the truth¶ as well as praise for the purpose 
and disputation format, and condemnations of evasion.151 One rebuke is for the 
                                                             
145
 Ibid., sig. Aa.iirRQ&KDUNH¶VKRVWLOLW\VHH%RGO065DZO'IIv-4v. 
146
 Field, Three Last Dayes, sig. Z.iiiir; Bodl. MS Rawl. D.353, ff. 1r, 1v. 
147
 Holleran suggests that the disputants (or the authorities) µIHOWWKDWWKDW3URWHVWDQWSRVLWLRQVKDGQRW
EHHQDGHTXDWHO\SUHVHQWHGE\1RZHOODQG'D\¶, hence the repetition; although the space given Campion 
to expand on his answers actually suggests a procedural fault: Holleran, Jesuit Challenge, p. 74. 
148
 Field, Three Last Dayes, sig. Dd.ir &KDUNH FDXWLRQV WKDW µ\RX DUH QRW WR XVH \RXU ROG VOHLJKW LQ
running from the matter, and loading one thing upoQDQRWKHU¶EXWWKLVVWHPVIURPDGLVDJUHHPHQWRYHU
the nature of the topic.  
149
 Simpson, Campion, p. 376; Persons, Defence of the Censure, pp. 5, 8. 
150
 Simpson, Campion, p. 376; Field, Three Last Dayes, sig. Ff.iiiv. 
151
 Field, Three Last Dayes, sigs Aa.iiiv-Aa.iiiir, Bbv, Cc.iiv-Cc.iiir; Bodl. MS Rawl. D.353, ff. 3v, 4r-v, 
5r, 5v, 10v, 11r, 11v, 12v. 
105 
 
benefit of any Catholics in attendance: Charke repeats an answer µto lay open your 
contradictions for some that I thinke are present, and looke for no such weaknesse in 
their Champion.¶152 
Field notes a procedural discussion at this debate, which raises questions of 
reliability. In the morning, Norton suggesteG WKDW WKH GLVSXWDQWV µVWD\ D ZKLOH DQG
VSHDNHOHDVXUHO\¶so that their answers could be put in writing. This was not to deviate 
from spoken debate, but to formalise the notaries¶ UROH and give the disputants a 
greater hand in the QRWHV¶ preparation; allowing them to perfect their arguments.153 
The questions here are why this was needed; and how, if it was, had the notaries been 
recording previous debates? ,Q )LHOG¶V DFFRXQW Where is no difference between the 
arguments following 1RUWRQ¶V VXJJHVWLRQ and those preceding it; but the idea does 
provide new RSSRUWXQLWLHV IRU&DPSLRQ¶Vdiscredit. Having agreed to it, the Jesuit is 
said to have demonstrated impatience, describing the writing ± initially suggested as 
µSURILWDEOH IRU WKHKHDUHUV¶ ± as a µORVVRI WLPH¶. A marginal note from Field further 
states that he µGLGRIWHQDGGH	DOWHUKLVDQVZHUHVZKLOHWKH\ZHUHLQZULWLQJ¶154 
The afternoon of the fourth day provides for a comparison of the opponents. Of 
all the pairs taking on the role, Walker and Charke had the most disparate styles. They 
alternated on the afternoon¶V topic (justification), Walker urging the first line of 
argument before handing over to his partner.155 Walker, by his own admission, was 
µDQ ROGH PDQ ORQJ IURP WKH XQLYHUVLWLH¶ and his fastidiousness surpassed that of 
other disputants.156 He began with basic etymology, asking Campion the derivation of 
µIDLWK¶ DQG W\LQJ this WR µIRXQGDWLRQ¶+H WKHQasked the subject and object of faith, 
LGHQWLI\LQJ RQH DV PDQ¶V XQGHUVWDQGLQJ DQG WKH RWher as the truth or word of God. 
Finally, he asked the same of hope and charity, bringing &DPSLRQ¶VDQVZHUVround to 
                                                             
152
 Field, Three Last Dayes, sig. Ee.iv. 
153
 Ibid., sig. Aa.iiv. The suggestion is not mentioned in Catholic accounts, but at the close of one, 
Charke tells Campionµ$OO\RXU$XQVZHUVDUHVHWWGRZQH¶%RGO065DZO'Ir. 
154
 Field, Three Last Dayes, sig. Aa.iiir. 
155
 Ibid., sig. Dd.iiir.  
156
 Ibid., sig. Dd.ir; Bodl. MS Rawl. D.353, f. 7vµLWLVORQJHV\QFH,OHIWHWKHXQ\YHUV\WLHEXW\HW,ZLOO
trye you in LoJLNHDQG3KLORVRSKLH¶ 
106 
 
a Protestant image of justification.157 Each step appears to have been achieved with 
little animosity, and it is possible that Campion was surprised by the TXHVWLRQV¶
simplicity. It is worth noting, however, that Catholic reports depict Walker as a 
staggeringly weak opponent: indecisive and unlearned, and frequently chastised by 
&DPSLRQKLPVHOIµ:HFRPHWRGLVSXWH¶WKH-HVXLWtells KLPµ\RXPXVWHQRWWherfore 
stande uppon yf, and, and...¶158 Once, he is challenged for petitio principii.159 :DONHU¶V 
approach, then, was a tightrope act: disarming, but susceptible to scorn from sharper 
minds. By contrast, when Charke urged his first point of the afternoon, no quarter was 
given. His first statement warned Campion against deviation, and was followed by a 
SROHPLFLVW¶VUDQWDERXWµWKHROGHSRSHU\DQGWKHQHZH¶160 It is near impossible to tell 
whether this combination of opponents was a deliberate move by the organisers, or 
whether it was unintentional.161 Given the depiction of him in all accounts of the 
encounter, it is easy WR LPDJLQH &KDUNH¶V LPSDWLHQFH DV :DONHU UDQ WKURXJK basic 
definitions. Here was religious and intellectual change in action.  
 
These debates represent WKHDXWKRULWLHV¶PRVWaggressive use of disputation, but despite 
their careful manipulation, they can also be interpreted as a loss of control over the 
practice. State and church caution does not reflect mastery so much as wariness; a 
mistake, made evident as Catholic reports spread and the disputations were scaled 
down and contained. The printed accounts were delayed for two years; a fact that has 
been interpreted as Protestant hesitancy. Simpson observed that Nowell and Day 
µUHVWHGTXLWHFRQWHQWHGO\¶GHVSLWHthe perception that they had been bested.162 Further, 
he posited DµFRPPRQRSLQLRQ¶ (actually that of Persons) that their successors would 
have produced accounts immediately if they imagined themselves the victors (in this, 
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he contrasts )LHOG¶V report ZLWK )XONH¶V work after Wisbech, overlooking their 
difference in purpose).163 The authors themselves naturally offered explanations for 
the delay: Nowell and Day claimed they saw no reason to produce their account 
(though it had circulated in manuscript), as the Rationes Decem had been confuted 
elsewhere; but following Catholic reports, they were µpartly of ourselves enclined, and 
by the often and earnest exhortations of others importuned, and by some of great 
authoritie almost inforced to set downe the true report of the saide conference¶164 This 
goes beyond the customary trope of being pushed into writing, mentioning as it does 
higher authorities: µalmost eQIRUFHG¶LVDQH[WUDRUGLQDU\SKUDVHLQWKLVFRQWH[W)LHOG¶V
accounts are prefaced with the following: µbeing private conferences, it was thought 
not much requisite to make the[m] publikely knowen, neither had they bin now set 
forth, if the importunitie of the adversaries, by their sundry untrue and contrary 
reportes made and scattered amongst their favourites, had not even perforce drawen 
the[m] forth.¶165 Thus, the works were not, indeed, pro-active, but a reaction to 
Catholic appropriation and condemnation: damage control, following events the 
authorities had themselves commissioned.166 
The Campion debates were not disastrous ± they certainly GRQ¶t appear to have 
been an effective Catholic conversion tool, although the extent of their influence is 
impossible to determine.167 Nonetheless, they were halted after the fourth day. A fifth 
debate, scheduled for October with Laurence Humphrey (Regius Professor of Divinity 
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at Oxford) opposing, was cancelled by Aylmer, apparently on his own authority.168 
Crucially, however, those involved did not question their use of disputation, instead 
blaming carelessness within it 1RUWRQ¶V UHSRUW of September 30th stated that the 
disputations had been damaging because they lacked order, moderation and a 
beneficial audience.169 Lake and Questier focus on the third of these ± echoed by 
Aylmer ± as a call for restriction.170 But procedurally, the first two suggest a departure 
IURPWKHDXWKRULWLHV¶prior approach. Public disputation was not dismissed: there was 
no re-assertion of the 1559 injunctions. Instead, prison debate was brought closer to 
the academic ideal. The only way to conduct such an event without incurring 
condemnation was to present it in a scholarly manner and ensure victory more subtly; 
and this is precisely what can be seen in the 1582 conference between Rainolds and 
Hart. The Campion debates had been contained, but public religious disputation had, 
to an extent, been set free. After &DPSLRQ¶VH[HFXWLRQ in a work directed to William 
Charke, Persons UHQHZHGWKHFKDOOHQJHIRUDQµHTXDOOGLVSXWDWLRQ¶.171 
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Chapter Four: New Opponents, 1582-1603 
µ7KH\ZKRGHDOHZLWK>WKH@WDPLQJ of lyons (I have read) are wont... to beate dogges 
EHIRUHWKHPWKDWLQDGRJJHWKHO\RQPD\VHHKLVRZQHGHVHUW¶1 
 
The conditions that gave rise to the 1581 debates did not disappear with &DPSLRQ¶V
death, or with the production of the printed accounts. As (OL]DEHWK¶Vreign progressed, 
reports of public religious disputation on all fronts indicate that the practice expanded 
and diversified. In part, this was a reaction to new challenges, but it also reflects a 
conscious response to prior events. The English church and government were not, of 
course, a monolithic entity ± both housed a range of opinions as to how adversaries 
should be dealt with.2 But where public disputation is concerned, particularly with 
imprisoned priests, a development in policy can be seen in 1582. Changes in 
Campion¶V aftermath were occasioned by Catholic challenges and denunciation; but 
these matched the intellectual preferences of officials and divines. 5DLQROGV¶
deployment against Hart suggests a new direction in prison debate; but that same year, 
clear evidence can be found in a directive from the Privy Council to Whitgift and the 
bishops.3 
 This directive, eQWLWOHG µ2XU 2SLQLRQ FRQFHUQLQJ WKH 3URFHHGLQJV ZLWK WKH
Jesuits and Seminary Priests, and other Papists, by such as shall be appointed to have 
&RQIHUHQFHZLWKWKHP¶contains instructions for disputation. John Strype describes it 
as a response to the growing number of priests held in England, and to challenges like 
that of Campion; but its rules match the problems encountered in 1581, and ± more 
directly ± 5DLQROGV¶debate with Hart. They emphasise reliance on scripture, discount 
written authorities after the accession of Pope Gregory I, and lay out a progression of 
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evidence to be followed; before requesting DEVWHQWLRQ µIURP DQJry and opprobrious 
Words¶, and arguments µZLWK:HLJKWDQG)RUFHRI0DWWHU¶4 The topics to be dealt in 
are listed as follows:  
 
The Authority and Sufficiency of the Holy Scriptures. Of the true 
Church, and what be the Right Notes and Definition thereof. In this 
Matter be contained, Whether the Church be Visible, or not? Whether the 
Catholick Church must of Necessity have one Visible Head in Earth? 
And of his Succession in Persons, and Sees, and in Doctrine.5 
 
This paper, then, confirms the position implied in 1RUWRQ¶V reaction to the Campion 
debates, explaining the direction public (or publicised) anti-Catholic disputation 
would take from 1582. It concludes with a list of recommended disputants, including 
Nowell and Day, Fulke, Goad, Walker, Laurence Humphrey and Rainolds, as well as 
Charke and Walter Travers. The refinement of anti-Catholic disputation did not, it 
would appear, mean the abandonment of radical disputants; but this directive provides 
an incomplete picture. It is only a statement of intent; and indeed, the divines listed 
(twenty-five in all) suggest an explosion of anti-Catholic debate not reflected in the 
surviving evidence. In part, this can be explained through the fortunes of individual 
clergymen, the increasingly visible danger of Catholicism through the later 1580s, the 
ability of disputants to hold to the suggested topics and the use of religious disputation 
in efforts separate from polemic (of which there is evidence later in the reign). But in 
addition, a refinement can be seen in the gap between the debates expected here and 
those ultimately written up and printed.  
 
 
                                                             
4
 Strype, Whitgift. p. 98. 
5
 Ibid., pp. 98-9. 
111 
 
John Rainolds and John Hart 
To add detail to this directive, then, we must first turn to the model for the new 
approach. 5DLQROGV¶ debate with Hart was arranged by Sir Francis Walsingham; a 
patron of reformed learning, and of Rainolds in particular.6 :DOVLQJKDP¶V intentions 
were varied. Green goes so far as to argue that he µZDV OHVV LQWHUHVWHGLQ+DUW¶VVRXO
than in the poOLWLFDOYDOXHRIDUHFDQWDWLRQ¶ adding that the PopH¶Vtemporal authority 
ZDVWKHµRQHPDMRUSRLQW¶RIWKH discussion that interested him; but this is not reflected 
in reports of the debate.7 Though in 1609 :DOVLQJKDP¶V&DWKROLFQDPHVDNHGHVFULEHG
it DVD3URWHVWDQWFRQWULYDQFHµDVVLJQHG¶ LQ OLHXRIDSXElic trial, Featley, in Thomas 
Fuller¶V Abel Redivivus of 1651, stated that Rainolds was sent to engage Hart in 
response to a direct challenge.8 5DLQROGV¶ DFFRXQW asserts that he was sent µfor the 
better informing of [+DUW¶V] conscience and judgement¶; and tKHSULHVW¶Vown preface 
to the work ± which will be discussed below ± describes the occasion in similar, 
though resistant, terms.9 Of course, those defending a disputation had as much interest 
in presenting it as a genuine, persuasive effort as critics had in highlighting its political 
aspects, but these assertions are PDWFKHG LQ 5DLQROGV¶ DFFRXQW by the scope of the 
arguments.10 One issue stands out amongst :DOVLQJKDP¶V concerns: Feingold suggests 
that in arranging this debate, he hoped WR FRXQWHU µWKH infelicitous outcome¶ of the 
disputations with Campion.11 It is also ZRUWKQRWLQJWKDW+DUW¶VIHOORZSULVRQHU/XNH
Kirbie, in a letter printed by Allen, reported that Rainolds, like Fulke at Wisbech, had 
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 Green, -RKQ5DLQROGV¶V2[IRUG/HFWXUHV, pp. 30-33. 
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 Francis Walsingham, A Search Made into Matters of Religion (St Omer, 1609), p. 3; Daniel Featley, 
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RFFDVLRQDOO\µFRPHKLWKHUWRSUHDFKDQGFRQIHUUH¶ suggesting that it was the account 
that formed part of a new strategy.12 
A seminary priest, Hart had been caught on his arrival in England in June 
1580, tried and condemned to death. For a time, he was imprisoned in Nonsuch, where 
he was examined by Walsingham and sent ± before their conference proper ± to 
Rainolds at Oxford, IRUWKUHHPRQWKV¶µUHOLJLRXVLQVWUXFWLRQ¶:KHQWKLVhad no effect, 
he was taken to the Marshalsea, then to the Tower. Scheduled to be executed beside 
Campion, he recanted en route to Tyburn and was granted a reprieve, apparently 
offering his services to Walsingham as an informant on Allen. Green asserts that it 
was +DUW¶V subsequent wavering that prompted Walsingham to arrange the 
disputation.13 7KH SULHVW¶V SUHIDFH WR 5DLQROGV¶ DFFRXQW describes WKH 6HFUHWDU\¶V
µIDYRXU¶ LQ DOORZLQJ the debate, but denies doubt on his own part: he accepts the 
disputation µJURXQGLQJ P\ VHOIH XSRQ WKH PRVW FHUWD\QH IRXQGDWLRQ RI WKH &KXUFK¶
and does VR µZLWK DOO GXWLH¶14 His true feelings have been lost in the competing 
depictions of subsequent reports, but there is a note of reluctance here, compatible 
ZLWK WKH &DWKROLF :DOVLQJKDP¶V claims, and echoed in his objections to the 
FRQIHUHQFH¶V imbalance.15 Overall, he appears more conflicted than Campion had 
been, and Rainolds paints him as a measured but inexperienced disputant. By no 
account was he the bold challenger Featley would later describe. 
The choice of Rainolds for this recorded event is a clear indication of a change 
in tone after Campion. 3HWHU +H\O\Q¶V Cyprianus Anglicus (1668) states that it was 
5DLQROGV¶ puritan leanings that commendeG KLP WR :DOVLQJKDP¶V DWWHQWLRQ, but he 
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 William Allen, A Briefe Historie of the Glorious Martyrdom of XII Reverend Priests (1582), sig. 
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 Rainolds, Summe of the Conference S 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letter: Harrison, Tudor Journal, p. 163. 
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was also widely respected for his learning.16 Rainolds was an academic figure, more 
active in university disputes than in anti-Catholicism. Though he was ordained and 
began preaching in the 1570s, and had taken an active role in religious clashes at 
Oxford, he is at this time generally described as a student in divinity; a more positive 
force in reformed theology than someone like William Charke.17 His critiques of 
Ramus included an objection against his ELWWHU LQYHFWLYHV DQG µPRUDO H[DPSOH DV D
FRQWURYHUVLDOLVW¶18 Moreover, like his father and two of his brothers, Rainolds had 
been brought up a Catholic; and his studies at Oxford were interrupted by a visit to 
one of the English seminaries on the continent.19 It is interesting that Featley, in 
GHVFULELQJ5DLQROGV¶EDFNJURXQGILQGVKLs origins in college and county, passing over 
his childhood in favour of comparisons to Jewel and Richard Hooker.20 The most 
dramatic account of 5DLQROGV¶ turn from Catholicism tells of a disputation with his 
brother William (µHDUQHVWIRU5HIRUPDWLRQ¶), which resulted in a mutual conversion: 
 
As heart would wish, each one his brother takes; 
As fate would have, each one his faith forsakes.21 
 
Disputation was thus woven into the myth of John Rainolds, but Green ± prompted, in 
SDUW E\ $QWKRQ\ :RRG¶V ZRUN RQ :LOOLDP ± casts doubt on this tale. The mutual 
conversion does not fit with the chronology of either EURWKHU¶V beliefs, and the story 
might have been inspired by a 1584 debate between John and another sibling, 
Edmund. Green concludes that Rainolds may well have been a Protestant by 1566, 
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/RQGRQ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 Heylyn, Cyprianus Anglicus, p. 51; Green, -RKQ5DLQROGV¶V2[IRUG/HFWXUHV, p. 25. 
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 Fuller, Abel Redivivus, pp. 477-8 
21
 From a Latin poem by William Alabaster; translated by Featley in Fuller, Abel Redivivus, pp. 479-80. 
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when he was made a probationary fellow at Corpus Christi, and certainly by 1567. 
Feingold describes the process itself DV µJUDGXDO¶22 From his activities and 
background, then, :DOVLQJKDP¶Vmatch for Hart was no anti-papal firebrand, although 
his theology would become more radical through the 1580s. For those arranging and 
allowing the exchange, each disputant was a departure from prior occasions. But while 
Hart presented an opportunity, Rainolds was a deliberate change of pace.23 
 To this pointWKHVLQJXODUµGHEDWH¶RUµGLVSXWDWLRQ¶KDVEHHQXVHGEXW LQ IDFW
the exchange was spread over several occasions and written up by Rainolds as one, 
uninterrupted whole.24 The account includes written exchanges after and between the 
divines¶ face-to-face meetings, within its continuous dialogue, and thus, while it 
conforms well to /H\¶V LGHDO RI disputation pursued through writing, it cannot be 
taken as reported speech; although the work contains as many direct exchanges as 
longer, heavily referenced orations. The DFFRXQW¶V creation is described in +DUW¶V
preface: it began, the writer states, witK µEUHHIH QRWHV¶ ZKLFK 5DLQROGV expanded 
upon; Hart µbeing troubled then with more necessary cogitations of death¶. Later, the 
preface reports that Hart was allowed to examine the draft and suggest amendments, 
but when he found out it was to be printed, he tried to delay, eventually being 
permitted to review it with greater access to books.25 This version of events cannot, of 
course, be taken as truth, or even as written in +DUW¶VRZQZRrds: the vague reason for 
his hesitancy µIRUFRQVLGHUDWLRQVZKLFKVHHPHGWRPHYHU\JUHDWDQGLPSRUWDQW¶is 
telling, as is a IRUPXODLF DFNQRZOHGJHPHQW WKDW WKH DFFRXQW LV µD WUXH UHSRUW¶. 
Interestingly, however, it describes the printing of the work DVµKLV+RQRXUVSOHDVXUH¶ 
± :DOVLQJKDP¶VLGHD26  
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5DLQROGV¶SUHIDFHGLUHcted µto the students of the English seminaries at Rome 
DQG5KHPHV¶SUDLVHVWKHZRUN¶V preparation as a mode of debate unto itself: following 
an earlier authority, he describes a FRQIHUHQFH µQRW E\ H[WHPSRUDOO VSHDNLQJ EXW
writing with advise; the question agreed of; the arguments, the answeres, the replies 
set downe, and sifted of both VLGHV WLOO HFKKDG IXOO\ VD\G¶± a method µPRVW ILW IRU
WULDOO RI WKH WUXWK¶27 The exchange, then, contained elements of written as well as 
spoken debate. Perhaps as a result, it was not, as described, strictly held to the 
academic form; but does show familiarity with that process. At first glance, Rainolds 
seems to have opposed for much of the debate, offering the greater contribution and 
exerting more control, but in fact Hart takes this role several times, and that 
impression is a result of 5DLQROGV¶ authorship of the account DQG +DUW¶V
imprisonment.28 The use of logic form is also evident, but not so explicitly described 
as in 1581. On the one occasion where he does offer detailed criticism of DQRWKHU¶V
logical practice, Rainolds refers not to Hart but retrospectively to Campion.29 
Throughout, these formal aspects of disputation are a given, rather than a novelty ± 
another change in tone.30 5DLQROGV¶ decision not to highlight scholastic forms is 
undoubtedly a reflection of his humanism: his preference within the debate is toward 
listing, and other more rhetorical methods.31 
The questions went beyond the issue Green posits DV :DOVLQJKDP¶V sole 
interest. The temporal power of the Pope was, it must be said, a central focus, disputed 
at length by the citation of authorities; and indeed, this gives a more directly political 
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proofs further into the debate; Rainolds, Summe of the Conference, esp. pp. 37, 457. 
29
 µ,WZDVD common practise amongst the young students of our Universities in the time of the Dunses... 
that if in disputation they were brought to an inconvenience, were it never so absurd: they would have a 
distinction, though voyde of braine and sense, yet a distinction to mainteyne it... And I wish, if it had 
beene the good will of God, master Campian had had the grace in the Tower-conference to have 
aimed... rather in sinceritie to have sought the truth, then with shiftes and cavilles the mayntenance of 
his cause DQGFUHGLW¶ ,ELGSS-7KLV LVSODFHG LQRSSRVLWLRQ WR&DPSLRQ¶V µ,ZRXOG \RX ZRXOG
GLVSXWHWRKDYHWKHWUXWKNQRZHQ¶VHHFKDSWHU 
30
 Rainolds, Summe of the Conference, pp. 37, 274, 328, 450. 
31
 Ibid., pp. 42-3, 335, 368-9, 475, 482, 497, 590. There is a striking group of three, p. 160, and use of 
rhetorical questions, pp. 466, 513. 
116 
 
impression than the questions of transubstantiation, justification and visibility tackled 
with Campion. But the discussion extended to the interpretation and force of the 
authorities cited. A part of the debate was dedicated to the use of scripture, and 
another was given over to the Fathers. The role of the church was also considered, 
alongside the judgement of successive councils.32 Thus, while logic form is taken for 
granted, 5DLQROGV¶account serves as a commentary on the authorities relied upon in 
cross-confessional disputation. This is, perhaps, unsurprising; the one being an 
enduring formula, while the other was an intractable point of contention. 
 5DLQROGV¶ DSSURDFK, as reported, was a blend of academic methods with 
controversy8QOLNH&DPSLRQ¶Vlater opponents, he seems to have held out some hope 
that Hart might be convinced ± cRQWUDU\WR*UHHQ¶Vdepiction of the HYHQW¶Vpurpose, 
he does not allow answers to stand, or simply note them for later exploitation. The 
event ± for all its limitations ± is here presented as a disputation, not D µVKRZ WULDO¶ 
Rainolds works to persuade Hart throughout. His method in this is one of 
comprehensive evidence and exhaustive disproof: several times, he shows an 
DUJXPHQWRI+DUW¶V WREH IDOVHRQO\WRdemonstrate that it was also unnecessary. On 
3HWHU¶s presidency of two Apostolic gatherings, he prefaces a secondary argument 
with: µ%ut, to yeeld unto you (for your most advantage) as much or more then any 
likely-hood may afford you... yet are you no neerer unto [the] supremacy which you 
shoote at.¶33 Once, he DUJXHV WKDW WKH &DWKROLF µVFKRROPHQ¶ ± including Thomas 
Aquinas ± have little authority in scriptural interpretation, before proving that they 
support his point.34 Where Hart asks why he cited lesser writers before the more 
respected Fathers, he offers an explanation reflecting not only his own approach, but ± 
inadvertently ± the perceived ethos behind prison debate: µThey who deale with [the] 
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taming of lyons (I have read) are wont, when they finde them somewhat out of order, 
to beate dogges before them: that in a dogge the lyon may see his own desert.¶35 
A more aggressive element of this comprehensive approach was that Rainolds 
was, as Hart describes it, µGLVSRVHGWRWR\¶36 Several times, he lays traps for the priest, 
forcing him into a corner.37 Hart is aware of these tactics, however. Once, he asserts, 
µ,VHHZKDW\RXJRHDERXW¶Rainolds having embarked on an induction to prove that 
when the Pope erred, he did so as Pope. Rainolds replies, µ<RXDUH WRRVXVSLFLRXV¶
before making precisely the argument predicted.38 Some time later, he again reassures 
KLP µ, VHHNH QRW WR HQWDQJOH \RX¶39 For one so opposed to the theatre in later life, 
Rainolds makes little effort to avoid linguistic or intellectual theatrics.40 His use of 
colourful language and argument is remarkable, and a further indication that he hoped 
to have a positive effect. Later in his career, he is reported to have used striking 
imagery and humour in teaching: Featley states that anyone hearing or reading his 
criticism RI$ULVWRWOH¶VVFKRODVWLFFKDPSLRQVZRXOGlaugh so hard as to endanger both 
spleen and health.41  
RainoldV¶ approach in this regard can be broken down into three categories: 
metaphor, sarcasm, and reductio ad absurdum. The best instance of his logical 
extensions appears early in the account, where Hart cites St Paul µ7KH KHDGFDQQRW
say to the feet, I have nRQHHGRI\RX¶LQVXSSRUWRIWKH3RSH¶Vsingle primacy. Here, 
Rainolds asks who the feet are: 
 
The Emperour I trow, must be the right foote. The left, who? The king of 
Spaine? What shall the French king do then? It is well that the king of 
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Scots is no member of it: nor the king of Denmarke. Marry we had newes 
of the king of Swethland, that Jesuits had converted him. Shall he be the 
left foote? Or shall the king of Poleland set in a foote for it... how many 
feete may this body have?42 
 
A similar absurdity occurs further into the debate, Rainolds concluding from his 
RSSRQHQW¶Varguments that Peter was built upon himself, and ± bizarrely ± was his own 
head.43 Later DQ LPSUHFLVLRQ LQ+DUW¶Vdescription of the Mass prompts Rainolds to 
FRPPHQWµ7KHLUWHHWKEHJRRd and strong, if they eate of a stone altar.¶44 
 The use of elaborate similitudes serves as the cornerstone of this dramatic 
approach; an offshoot, in some respects, of 5DLQROGV¶ citation of authorities. He 
compares the work of Thomas Stapleton to the army of Antiochus: impressive only in 
the eyes of its originator.45 He compares WKH 3RSH¶V XVXUSDWLRQ RI SRZHU WR WKDW RI
Richard III, and casts Hart as a writer defending that monarch. In the course of the 
account, Rainolds constructs analogies involving all manner of professions and 
historical anecdotes, classical WDOHV /DFHGHPRQLDQ¶V SOXFNHG QLJKWLQJDOH µa voice, 
nought else¶ and shadow boxing. Candlelight at noon denotes unnecessary proofs, 
and the Jesuits are said to mingle counterfeit coin with genuine, on discovering they 
have been given both. Once, by way of a dispute between Diogenes and Plato, the 
false church becomes a plucked chicken.46 What is important here, in the context of 
sanctioned cross-confessional disputation, is that each of these dramatic or humorous 
features has some connection to the world of learning, beyond controversial religion. 
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In appearance, they are weightier and more justified than the grandstanding of Nowell, 
Day and Charke.  
 This is not to say that Rainolds was above such grandstanding, simply that his 
account does a remarkable job of underplaying it. His adversary, as described by 
Rainolds himself, is quick to point out when he crosses WKH OLQH µ<RX WULXPSKRYHU
PHDWHYHU\VPDOORFFDVLRQDVWKRXJK\RXKDGDFRQTXHVW¶.47 Several times, Rainolds 
is criticised for his tone, but this is always framed in terms of his reputation.48 In 
addition, his rhetorical and comedic flourishes are countered by the mass of evidence 
accompanying them. 5DLQROGV¶SRLQWVKRZHYHUPDGHare never made to look trivial. 
The question of grandstanding also raises that of audience ± some officials would 
certainly have been present, but there is no mention of an audience in either version of 
the account.49 If they were indeed absent or restricted, any triumph in the event was 
meant for Hart¶VEHQHILW, and so the lack of an audience here might be revealing ± or, 
for that matter, a deliberate omission. More generally, it is a testament to the account 
that such an earnest impression is given, GHVSLWH +DUW¶V imprLVRQPHQWDQG5DLQROGV¶
flamboyant debating style. &KDUNH¶V aggression is offset with knowledge and 
measured humour, and the simplicity of &DPSLRQ¶VRationes Decem is countered with 
humanist poise.50 As a reaction to the 1581 debates, :DOVLQJKDP¶VFKRLFHRIdisputant 
was remarkably astute. 
 But what of Hart in all this? The priest is described as relatively inexperienced, 
but is nonetheless an active participant: as written, the conference is more than just a 
platform for Rainolds to orate against Catholicism. Hart is given space, to a greater 
degree than Campion, to offer arguments, DOWKRXJK WKH DFFRXQW¶V SURGXFWLRQ PXVW
urge caution in asserting balance in the event. In addition, two things should be borne 
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in mind: +DUW¶Vreported submission to Walsingham, and his own intellectual ability.51 
Despite the apparently full, detailed nature of the debate, both cast doubt on the 
priest¶V value as an opponent. 
Wood indicated that Hart was educated at Oxford, but later historians find no 
mention of him in the college registers.52 He took orders at Rome in the 1570s and 
proceeded to the University of Douai, graduating just two years before being sent on 
the English mission.53 Rainolds invokes his training on the continent early in the 
account, in reaction to +DUW¶Vpleas of unpreparedness: tKHSULHVW¶Vcourse of study, he 
states, was short but intense, and at its end he was granted a degree, µWherefore... you 
may not alleage unripeness of yeares, or reading, or judgement: especially against me, 
before whome, in time so long, in place so incomparable, you tooke degree in 
divinitie¶54 This is offered as a statement of equality, but when combined with 
5DLQROGV¶ SUHIDFH WR WKH seminarians, it takes on a greater significance. The preface 
emphasises the length of time spent by English university students ± µVL[H \HDUHV LQ
the studie of Philosophie, for that you spend three; seven in Divinitie, for that you 
VSH>Q@GIRXUH¶± asking, rhetorically, if that at Rome or Rheims was really enough.55 
Transposing this back into the point abouW+DUW¶VHGXFDWLRQ LW LVFOHDUWKDW5DLQROGV¶
claim to balance is not genuine; that in fact it contains a measure of the µVFRUQ¶Hart 
would later identify. Rainolds is conscious that Hart is not on his own intellectual 
level, but still needs to prove his superiority. The account, then, is a work of 
educational, as well as religious, polemic: beneath the central motive of disproving 
the Papal supremacy, it is an effort to compare the worth of English and Catholic 
                                                             
51
 In the aftermath, there were doubts among Catholics as to HarW¶V µVWHDGIDVWQHVV XQGHU WRUWXUH¶
Anstruther, Seminary Priests, vol. 1, p. 154. 
52
 Anthony à Wood, Athenae Oxonienses, vol. 1 (London, 1721), p. 277; Foley, Records, vol. 2, p. 
327n. 
53
 ODNB Hart, John. 
54
 Rainolds, Summe of the Conference, pp. 34-5. 
55
 Ibid., pp. 20-1. 
121 
 
training in logic and divinity.56 This, it must be said, was a contest Walsingham and 
others would have had a keen interest in, particularly in &DPSLRQ¶Vaftermath. 
 TKH FOHDUHVW LQGLFDWLRQ RI +DUW¶V LQH[SHULHQFH LV KLV UHOLDQFH RQ WKH work of 
Stapleton: at several points, Rainolds responds to an argument with, µ'6WDSOHWRQWROG
you so, and you beleeved it.¶57 Where Hart offers his preferred places from the 
Fathers, praising and elevating the Pope, they aUH GLVPLVVHG DV µWKH FKLHIHVW RI... 
>6WDSOHWRQ¶V@ WUHDVXULH¶58 Prior to this, there is a detailed FULWLFLVP RI 6WDSOHWRQ¶V
handling of the Fathers, which Rainolds defines E\WKUHHµIHDWV¶ILUVWthat he changed 
their words; second, that he found meanings not intended; and third, that he drew 
conclusions from contradictory points, as if forgetful of his own previous assertions. 
Stapleton, Rainolds states, was guilty of vanity, and by adherence to his writings Hart 
damaged the supremacy he hoped to defend.59 
 This criticism, intended to divide Hart from his authorities, returns us to the 
question of the pULHVW¶V OR\DOWLHV. Rainolds does not miss an opportunity to drive a 
wedge between his adversary and the Catholic Church: where Hart cites Gilbert 
Genebrard, in arguing that Popes not lawfully succeeding ought not be judged as 
Popes, Rainolds notes that Genebrard there conceded two points: that Popes had erred, 
and that the succession had been broken for long periods of time. He adds: µWherein if 
you say the same with him, M. Hart; I am glad of it. But your felowes (I feare me) will 
not allow that you say, if you allow that he saith.¶60 Additional evidence of this 
intention ± indeed, of a desire to convince Hart ± can be found in their debate on the 
Mass, where Rainolds implores: µI would to God, M. Hart, you would... consider more 
deepely both the wicked abuses wherewith the holy sacrament of the Lords supper is 
profaned in your unholy sacrifice of the Masse; and the treacherous meanes whereby 
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your Maister and Felowes of the College of Rhemes doo seeke to maintaine it.¶61 As 
noted, the attributes of both Hart and Rainolds give the account an active polemical 
drive: the priest is a link to those Catholic readers addressed in 5DLQROGV¶preface.62 In 
context, from the Protestant perspective, Hart is a positive model; a counterbalance to 
the martyr that emerged from Campion¶V mishandled examination. 
 In describing the outcome of the debate, Green concentrates on its political 
aspects ± +DUW¶Vapparent capitulation, and the production of 5DLQROGV¶account.63 His 
depiction of the event accords, in part, with the work itself, in that +DUW¶VDGPLVVLRQ 
comes toward the end of the discussion: µ7UXO\¶the priest is reported to have VDLGµ,
see more probabilitie on your side then I did¶. This is followed, after further debate, by 
the statement: 
 
I had thought... that you meant to give as much to [the] Prince by [the] 
title of [the] supremacie, as we do to the Pope. Where you give no more 
me thinkes... the[n] S. Austin doth, who saith that Kings do serve God in 
this, as Kings, if in their own realme they com[m]aund good things, & 
forbid evil; not only co[n]cerni[n]g the civil state of me[n], but the 
UHOLJLRQRI*RGDOVR$QGWKXVPXFK,VXEVFULEHWR¶64 
 
What is interesting here, however, is that by 5DLQROGV¶DFFRXQW this was not intended 
to be the end: far from being dismissed as soon as this had left his mouth, Hart himself 
calls a halt. The account has Rainolds asking for more time, to discuss the true church; 
but Hart, displaying similar wariness to that of Campion, or simply hoping for a stay 
of execution, declinesµ,ZLOOFo[n]fer no farder herof, unles I have greter assura[n]ce 
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RI P\ OLIH¶65 The suggestion that Rainolds was prepared and authorised to proceed, 
with a more challenging question, further speaks to the GHEDWH¶Vpurpose being more 
than political ± if, that is, the account is accurate. 
2QFH5DLQROGV¶Summe of the Conference was printed in 1584, Hart appears to 
have received the assurance he desired, being deported to France with a number of 
other priests the following year.66 5DLQROGV¶offer did not, however, result in additional 
debate; and thus some doubt must remain over the HYHQW¶Vpurpose. Indeed, even its 
outcome was questionable: Hart remained a committed Catholic, despite any 
concession drawn; and the facts soon fell victim to polemical posturing. +DUW¶V
admission had been limited, even by the printed account; and whilst Rainolds feels 
able to tell the seminarians to µlearn¶ from the priest, it was recorded ± possibly by 
Hart himself ± that during the exchange he µZDVSXQLVKHGwith twenty days in irons 
because he refused to agree with the minister 5H\QROGV¶67 On his expulsion, Hart 
travelled to Rome and was received into the Society of Jesus on the 14th of November; 
having applied in prison, during or soon after the disputation.68  
Though Hart himself was not convinced, the debate ± or, more accurately, 
Rainolds¶ DFFRXQW ± had achieved distance from those with Campion, and would 
become a shining example for reformed writers. Rainolds himself gained favour in the 
aftermath; his name and approach having featured in the &RXQFLO¶V directive to 
Whitgift.69 As the 1580s progressed, and the threat posed by Catholicism became 
increasingly visible, anti-Catholic disputation continued, but accounts dwindled. At 
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Oxford in 1584, in a mingling of public and academic disputation, Rainolds disputed 
against his brother Edmund, a moderate Catholic. Both were said to have performed 
well, but neither was convinced.70 In the intervening year, disputation with imprisoned 
priests continued: in March 1583, the Yorkshire clergyman William Palmer disputed 
against the priest William Hart on behalf of the local authorities.71  
 
The Lambeth Conference 
Two contrasting images of disputation have thus far been described. On the one hand, 
it was a respected test of learning and a route to truth through structured, equitable 
combat. On the other, it was a tool of the polemicist, whose every nuance ± indeed, 
whose very existence ± could be cited for additional respectability. In examining 
disputation with imprisoned priests, this second aspect has been referenced to an 
overwhelming degree, but in 1584 an event took place that was more akin to the first: 
a conference at Lambeth, between two puritan divines and several RI (OL]DEHWK¶V 
bishops. 
 By the lone manuscript account, written by Walter Travers, this event was 
occasioned by the Earl of Leicester.72 Conscious of puritan calls for debate and 
objections to the Book of Common Prayer, Leicester had requested that Whitgift 
summon Travers and Thomas Sparke, µfor his satisfaction in such pointes... as were 
called into question that he might heare what the ministers did reproove and how such 
thinges were to be aunswered¶.73 Whether Leicester had particular expectations is not 
made FOHDU DQG WKLV GHVFULSWLRQ RI WKH PHHWLQJ¶V SXUSRVH ±ostensibly written by an 
opponent of the authorities ± is similar to that of Westminster in its guarded phrasing 
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of the occasion. In fact, the immediate backdrop was WKH DUFKELVKRS¶V GULYH IRU
conformity, which involved direct claims to unity and articles challenging radical 
dissent; the latter rousing protest from councillors including Leicester and Burghley.74 
Thus, the debate was not called on /HLFHVWHU¶Vwhim, further evidence of which can be 
found in the individuals summoned. Travers, once exiled to Geneva, was too radical 
for preferment in the Church of England, but had gained favour with Burghley. He 
had been made chaplain to WKH/RUG7UHDVXUHU¶Vhousehold and tutor to Robert Cecil in 
1580, before securing a position at the Temple Church in London.75 Sparke, 
meanwhile, had become chaplain to Bishop Cooper of Lincoln in the 1570s, and 
counted Lord Grey of Wilton among his patrons.76 The puritans, then, were critics of 
the church, not separatists, and the two-day debate was an exploratory but cautious 
exercise, endorsed by forward members of the Privy Council. The final audience 
included Grey and Walsingham, and Burghley was present for the second day.77 
 In this company, it is the man tasked with defending the Prayer Book who 
becomes a curiosity. Whitgift took the lead throughout, aided on the second day by 
Edwin Sandys, and on the first by Cooper, who had been translated to Winchester that 
year.78 :KLWJLIW¶VRSHQLQJVWDWHPHQWappears reassuring: as Travers has it, he told the 
puritans, µyou appeare not nowe judiciallie before me, nor come not as called to 
question by authoritie for these thinges, but by waye of conference to object, what you 
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have to saye against the booke that it may be aunswered.¶79 Few direct comparisons 
can be made between this event and the examination of imprisoned Catholics, but the 
contrast between this assurance and the restraints evident in other accounts ± 
particularly in the early 1580s ± does throw the latter into sharp relief. Here, 
disputation is allowed to play a broader role in the maintenance of national doctrine.80 
The significance of this, however, depends on the relationship between the sides: how 
far Whitgift would submit to the process, and ZKHWKHUWKHSXULWDQV¶FRQQHFWLRQVwould 
restrict them in a more subtle manner. This said, 6SDUNH¶VWRQHDWWKHEHJinning of the 
first day appears wholly independent and positive; as, by 7UDYHUV¶account, he µgave 
most humble and hartie thanks to god, and to that honorable [pre]sence, that after soe 
manie yeares, wherin or cause colde never be admitted to any indifferent heareing, it 
had pleased god of his gracious goodnes soe to dispose that we had nowe that 
equitie¶.81 
 In terms of structure7UDYHUV¶GRHVQRW, on the surface, seem to be reporting a 
formal disputation. But while the roles are never expressly stated, the participants do 
fall into them, directed as much by topic as by custom.82 Objecting to the Prayer 
Book, the puritans are naturally presented as opponents, while the archbishop 
responds. This de facto structure can be VHHQLQWKHSXULWDQV¶REMHFWLRQV and the use of 
µWR ZKLFK WKH $UFKELVKRS DXQVZHUHG¶ DW WKH EHJLQQLQJ RI :KLWJLIW¶V UHSOLHV83 The 
result, as noted, is that WKHDUFKELVKRS¶Vauthority is, procedurally, lessened: he keeps 
nominal command of the HYHQW¶Vpractical aspects, but is forced to follow tKHSXULWDQV¶
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lead.84 Sparke and Travers, meanwhile, direct the arguments with an astonishing 
degree of freedom, and are naturally permitted to select the questions. 
At the commencement, Sparke outlines two broad points that he and Travers 
intend to deal with: first, µVXFKPDWWHUVDVFRQFHUQHWKHERRNHVDSSRLQWHGWREHUHDGH
LQ WKH &KXUFKH IRU KRO\ VFULSWXUH¶ DQG second, the sacraments.85 The first is then 
divided into two sections; one relating to the canonical scriptures, and one to the 
apocrypha.86 6SDUNH¶V first objection is that parts of the former were passed over in the 
Prayer Book DVµOHDVWHGLHILHLQJ¶ in favour of passages from the latter.87 This prompts 
a discussion of the nature of both, in which Travers describes :KLWJLIW¶V SRVLWLRQ ± 
and that of the church ± DVµQRWIDUUHIURPEODVSKHPLH¶88 Sparke then argues that the 
best translation of scripture should be read in church, whereas the Prayer Book 
appointed that which was µWKH ZRUVWH 	 WR EH FKDUJHG Z>LWK@... grosse and palpable 
HUURUV¶89 One example ± DGHVFULSWLRQRI0DU\EHLQJµPDUULHG¶WR-RVHph, rather than 
µEHWURWKHG¶± is given, before unnamed members of the audience call for the disputants 
to deal with a matter requiring µVNLOO LQ WKH WRQJXHV¶ Whitgift then seizes this 
opportunity to press the puritans on the main topic of the day: the errors they saw in 
the apocrypha.90 
The archbishop is not presented in a favourable light here; a depiction that 
must, of course, be taken with a pinch of salt. It was certainly in the interest of Sparke 
and Travers to align themselves with the reformist figures in the audience, while 
describing Whitgift as an impediment to the assembly. The archbishop is offered as a 
symbol of the errors they hoped, with their OLVWHQHUV¶ support, to overturn; and 
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Whitgift, as written, certainly plays his part. His opening reassurance has to be 
affirmed by Leicester, and rings false when compared to KLV GHQLDO RI 6SDUNH¶V
prayer.91 In the debate itself, he is evasive: dismissing arguments quickly, and urging 
new matters rather than proceeding with those at hand.92 In addition, Travers notes 
occasions where he read from his notebook, something neither puritan ± indeed, no 
other participant ± is reported to have done. The first of these, in which the archbishop 
reads an argument from Peter Martyr on Ecclesiasticus, is followed by Cooper¶V call 
for a bible, µIRU IXUWKHU DQG deeper FRQVLGHUD>WLRQ@ RI WKH SODFH¶93 At the second 
debate, Whitgift answers a mistranslation in Romans by suggesting that there is µVRPH
DPELJXLWLH¶LQWKHRULJLQal Hebrew, before admitting that he himself has no knowledge 
of the language.94 
At the end of the first day, there was some discussion of private baptism and 
baptism by women, both of which the archbishop was defending when night fell and 
the debate was cut short.95 7UDYHUV¶ describes a frustrating transition to the second 
day: IRUFHGµWRSXW LQWR WKH ODQGEHIRUHZHKDGUXQQHKDOI>RXU@FRXUVH¶WKHSXULWDQV
are required to repeat arguments for the benefit of Burghley (µDVE\DFRQWUDULHZLQGH
alreadie a gooGZD\HXSSRQWKHYR\DJHZHZHUHFDVWEDFNDJDLQH¶).96 It is interesting 
that the debate is here depicted as a journey, rather than the more customary battle or 
duel.97 This revision of the first day, prompting new points from Burghley and the 
audience, appears to have taken up a good portion of the second, for only two further 
topics were discussed ± the use of interrogatories and the cross in baptism, which the 
puritans roundly condemned, and provision for an educated preaching ministry.98 
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What is striking about this second day ± although it can be seen, to a lesser 
extent, on the first ± is the involvement of the DXGLHQFH ,Q 7UDYHUV¶ report, their 
interjections form part of the dialogue, indistinguishable from the back-and-forth of 
the puritans and Whitgift. Burghley takes an active role, once FULWLFLVLQJ7UDYHUV¶use 
of logic on the apocrypha: µyou can never make a syllogisme of that, because Christ 
had not alleadged them; therefore they were not holie scripture; for... there are alsoe 
sundry partes of the Canonicall which are not cited at all.¶When Travers expands his 
point to include WKH$SRVWOHV¶FLWDWLRQV, thus forming a syllogism, it is Burghley who 
tells him: µSURYH \RXU PLQRU¶.99 Throughout, Burghley is the voice of reasoned 
pragmatism, agreeing with :KLWJLIW¶V SRLQWV EXW LQ SUDFWLFDO WHUPV.100 Walsingham, 
though mostly content to listen, also shows interest, asking whether the places cited by 
6SDUNH LQ UHVSRQVH WR %XUJKOH\¶V FKDOOHQJH are correct. The book is turned towards 
him, and he finds and affirms the first of them himself.101 
 The most intriguing contributions come from Leicester: he questions the 
archbishop on those parts of the apocrypha appointed to be read in churches, and is the 
ILUVWWRDJUHHZLWK7UDYHUV¶ interpretation of a place in Judith (that sins appointed by 
God are sins and the fault of the sinner).102 On the second day, he reminds Sparke of 
objections on baptism, stating: µit was a pitifull thing that soe manie of ye best 
ministers, & painefull in their preacheing, stoode to be deprived for these thinges.¶103 
Throughout, he is the individual most sympathetic to the puritan side, and this adds 
further implications to 7UDYHUV¶depiction of the occasion. He also directs WKHHYHQW¶V
practical elements as often as Whitgift: at the end of the second day, he asks the 
puritans if they have further points, and closes the debate.104 Of FRXUVH /HLFHVWHU¶V
interest and inclination are not surprising: he was to attack :KLWJLIW¶VSROLFLHV LQWKH
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Lords three months later.105 But his contributions are worth considering, to gauge the 
credentials of this event as an open hearing for the puritans, rather than a way of 
simply dealing with them. For all the favourable comparisons to be made with anti-
Catholic disputation, it must be remembered that this conference was occasioned by 
those in authority, and attended, however optimistically, by the man who had 
commissioned +DUW¶VH[DPLQDWLRQ 
 The outcome is perhaps the best argument for this note of caution, as several 
elements conspired to prevent Sparke and Travers achieving anything. The first was 
the attitude of the puritans themselves. Knox argues that their objections were subject 
to self-censorship, in that they avoided presbyterianism, although the best argument he 
FDQPDNHIRU6SDUNH¶Vviews in this regard is that he would (quietly) fight that corner 
two decades later at Hampton Court.106 If Sparke shared 7UDYHUV¶ presbyterian 
opinions, and if, as Travers suggests, they were free to propose the questions, this is 
certainly a glaring omission. Where Leicester asks IRU µRWKHU SRLQWHV PDWHULDOO RI
GRFWULQH¶at the end of the debate, Travers notes this response from Whitgift: µyea we 
wold call the B. authoritie into question & other thinges¶. But here the puritans refuse 
to take the bait, moving to the issue of an effective ministry.107 This is reminiscent of 
QRWKLQJVRPXFKDV&DPSLRQ¶VUHIXVDOWRGHDOZLWKthe true church: an indication that 
some topics were so deeply entrenched as to prevent discussion. The closest Sparke 
comes to criticising the Episcopal system is an argument against non-residency and 
pluralities; a matter disliked by all, and thus requiring no debate.108 Collinson 
compares the HYHQW¶Vapparent compromise to Hampton Court, which in its aftermath 
faced accusations of state orchestration.109 It is a comparison that cannot easily be 
dismissed.  
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 And yet the procedural restraints imposed on Whitgift remain a curiosity. In 
7UDYHUV¶DFFRXQWWKHDUFKELVKRSplays a predictable role in the GHEDWH¶Voutcome, but 
he is partially forced into evasion through his role as respondent. If the debate was 
orchestrated, the account suggests that it was structured to :KLWJLIW¶Vdisadvantage.110 
A middle way is perhaps closest to the truth: the puritans were not about to launch into 
an attack on the bishops; but equally, Leicester and others would not let Whitgift turn 
the conference into an examination. This would explain the allocation of roles ± a 
further reflection of post-Campion sensitivities. Of course, a less abstract factor in the 
outcome, expressed LQ 7UDYHUV¶ nautical images, was the lack of time; and this 
Collinson posits as one of two causes of the end result, the other being collective 
avoidance of µWKH ODUJHU LVVXHV¶111 This was an event hindered by practical and 
circumstantial factors, and by the disputants themselves, but not ± as far as the 
evidence can show ± fully ZHLJKWHGLQRQHVLGH¶VIDYRXU.  
 The FRQIHUHQFH¶VDIWHUPDWKwas mixed: it did not produce a flurry of written 
accounts, and 7UDYHUV¶report is curiously restrained. Only Whitgift claimed outright 
victory, insisting that the audience was satisfied by his arguments. His first 
biographer, George Paule, repeated this, noting surprise at the puritans¶ µZHDN DQG
WULYLDO¶ objections.112 Strype goes further: tKH µ+RQRXUDEOH 3HUVRQDJHV¶ present, 
µobserving the StreQJWK RI WKH $UFKELVKRS¶V 5HDVRQV DQG WKH :HDNQHVV RI >WKH
SXULWDQV¶@ SHUVXDGHG WKHP WR &RQIRUP WKHPVHOYHV DQG ZLWKDO WROG WKH $UFKELVKRS
they would acquaint her Majesty thereof.¶113 Collinson UHIXWHV :KLWJLIW¶V claim to 
have persuaded anyone present, noting the actions of various councillors after the 
debate, ZKLOH .QR[ IHHOV WKH QHHG WR VWDWH WKDW 6WU\SH¶V version ± which appears 
wholly unaware of the surrounding circumstances ± is µincorrect¶.114 Sparke and 
                                                             
110
 See Knox, Walter Travers, p. 64. 
111
 Collinson, Elizabethan Puritan Movement, p. 269. 
112
 Ibid., p. 270; George Paule, The Life of John Whitgift, Archbishop of Canterbury in the Times of Q. 
Elizabeth and K. James I (London, 1699), pp. 40-1. 
113
 Strype, Whitgift, p. 170. 
114
 Collinson, Elizabethan Puritan Movement, p. 270; Knox, Walter Travers, p. 64n. 
132 
 
Travers were not persuaded to conform, and Sparke went on to stand silently for 
puritan objections at Hampton Court. 
 
The Examination of Separatists and Nonconformists  
Like disputation with imprisoned Catholics, encounters with radical puritans after 
:KLWJLIW¶V translation to Canterbury walked a narrow line between debate and 
interrogation.115 Indeed, the nature of puritan objections, and the manner in which the 
authorities chose to confront them, meant the two could often fuse together entirely. 
The use of academic forms in official proceedings can be seen LQ $\OPHU¶V
examination of a man named Merbury in 1578.116 This encounter, which took place in 
WKH FRQVLVWRU\ DW 6W 3DXO¶V before D ODUJH FURZG DQG $\OPHU¶V (FFOHVLDVWLFDO
Commission, began as an inquiry LQWR 0HUEXU\¶V activities, but turned into an 
examination on rudimentary logic.117 Merbury, by his own account, was asked what 
he had to say, whereupon he accused all bishops of murdering souls: µas manye... as 
have [per]ished by the Ignorance of ye ministers of ther makinge whom they knew to 
be Troble¶When pressed on those appointed by Aylmer, he responded: µ,DFFXVH\RZ
nott [par]ticulerlye because I knowe QRWW\RXUHVWDWH¶ but if Aylmer had made such 
ministers, KHGHVHUYHGµFRQGHPQDWLRQ¶At this, the bishop stated: µThy proposition is 
false if it were in Cambridge it would be hissed out of ye schooles.¶118 He then took 
Merbury WR WDVN RQ WKH GHILQLWLRQV RI µdisWLQFWLRQ¶ DQG µGLIIHUHQFH¶ DQG DVNHG KRZ
many predicables and predicaments there were in scholastic logic.119 Merbury 
protested µ,DPQRORJLFLDQ¶and the examination descended into a shouting match.120 
Just as interrogation might creep into debate, then, academic tropes could appear in 
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outright examination ± a reflection of their role as a commonplace in religious 
discourse.  
 The most detailed accounts of disputation on this front concern the separatists 
Henry Barrow and John Greenwood. Greenwood had been granted several church 
posts in the early 1580s; turning to separatism around 1585, most likely under the 
influence of Robert Browne. Barrow, meanwhile, ZDV D µJHQWOHPDQ FRPPRQHU¶ 
educated at Cambridge and *UD\¶V ,QQ, who had been drawn to separatism through 
%URZQH¶V ZULWLQJV, in consultation with another figure, Thomas Wolsey.121 The pair 
were arrested in 1587, Greenwood with a group of 20 separatists in October, and 
Barrow a month later, on visiting them in the Clink.122 Both were taken to the Fleet, 
and over a period of more than five years were subjected to examination by Whitgift, 
who was aided in the task by senior bishops and ± amongst others ± members of the 
Privy Council. These proceedings naturally concerned religious questions, but (more 
so even WKDQ $\OPHU¶V examination of Merbury) were investigations, rather than 
disputations. They had no academic form, and their questions appear as 
µLQWHUURJDWRULHV¶ LQ WKH accounts that followed.123 Barrow viewed these events with 
contemptFRQWUDVWLQJWKHPZLWKµFRQIHUHQFH¶ µI was brought out of my close pryson 
& co[m]pelled there to answere... unto such articles as the Bishops in theire secret 
Councell had contrived against us.¶124 
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In addition to these investigations, however, the separatists were called upon to 
take part in religious conferences ± another indication that they were used for more 
than evidence-gathering.125 Collinson notes that conferences were held between 
Barrow and a total of 42 divines whilst he and Greenwood were in the Fleet, but only 
seven such events were written up and printed.126 %DUURZ¶Vreports, produced covertly 
within the year, are written in a blend of dialogue and narrative form, with the former 
structuring the latter. The recorded conferences took place over two months in 1590. 
At the first, on the 9th of March, Greenwood disputed against William Hutchinson, 
Archdeacon of St Albans and chaplain to Aylmer, and on the 14th, Barrow took on the 
London divine Thomas Sperin.127 Greenwood and Hutchinson resumed on the 17th, 
the latter joined by one Dr Bright, and the following day Barrow faced Hutchinson 
and Lancelot Andrewes, recently elected Master of Pembroke, Cambridge.128 On the 
20th, Greenwood joined Barrow to dispute against Sperin and another clergyman, 
Stephen Egerton, and on the 3rd of April they faced Sperin and one Cooper.129 On the 
13th, Andrewes and Hutchinson returned. Of these divines, the views of Sperin and 
Egerton are most remarkable ± both were known radicals, suggesting that a similar 
policy was being pursued as had been with Campion.130 But whereas in anti-Catholic 
debate this suggested caution, here it demonstrates subtlety, and greater confidence in 
disputation. 
As described by Barrow, *UHHQZRRG¶V first solitary debates established the 
tone and conditions of these events. Hutchinson, echoing Fulke and other sanctioned 
disputants, told the sHSDUDWLVW WKDW µKH FDPH E\ YLUWXH RI &RPPLVVLRQ¶ upon which 
                                                             
125
 A chronology of the recorded debates is provided in Writings of John Greenwood, p. 337. 
126
 ODNB Barrow, Henry %DUURZ¶V Accounts are contained in Sclaunderous Articles, sigs Cr-C.iiir, 
C.iiiv-D.iv, D.iir-E.iiiir, E.iiiiv-F.iiiv, and Letters and Conferences, pp. 1-15, 16-30, 48-66. 
127
 On Hutchinson, see Writings of Henry Barrow, p. 191. 
128
 Barrow, Sclaunderous Articles, sig. C.iiiv; Henry Isaacson, An Exact Narration of the Life and Death 
of the Late Reverend and Learned Prelate, and Painfull Divine, Lancelot Andrewes (London, 1651), f. 
5v. 
129
 &DUOVRQLGHQWLILHV&RRSHUDVµ0DUWLQRU5REHUW¶Writings of Henry Barrow, p. 506n. 
130




Greenwood demanded a witness (naming one Calthrop, a fellow prisoner), and access 
to writing materials. Hutchinson expressed his purpose as follows: µnot to examine 
him, or anie way to hurt him, but to confer with him about his separating of himself 
from the Church of England¶; at which Greenwood said that he had not asked 
HutcKLQVRQWRFRPHEXWZDVµwilling of anie Christian conference, where it shall be 
free aswell to oppose as answere, & on both sides the matter to be recorded in 
writing.¶131 By this account, then, Greenwood assumed that formal disputation would 
be applied, and saw any restriction in the roles as being tantamount to another 
examination. His description of the more EDODQFHG IRUPDV µ&KULVWLDQFRQIHUHQFH¶ LV
also remarkable, given the importance of debate within the puritan movement.132 
The questions tackled here would similarly set a trend for the events that 
followed. As Barrow has it, +XWFKLQVRQ¶V IRFXV was on the motives behind 
*UHHQZRRG¶VVHSDUDWLRQ. When Hutchinson declined to set down a proposition of his 
own, the separatist objected against the governance and composition of parish 
assemblies: they contained, he stated, µDOO VRUWV RI SURIDQH SHRSOH¶ XQGHU DQ
µDQWLFKULVWLDQPLQLVWHULHODZHV&RXUWVZRUVKLS	F¶133 Here, he attempts to prove his 
first assertion by way of the 1559 settlement ± WKDWDOOZHUHUHFHLYHGµE\WKHEORZLQJ 
RI KHU 0DMHVWLHV WUXPSHW¶ an image of the church that formed a cornerstone of 
separatist objections (and %DUURZ¶V ZULWLQJV).134 At the second debate between 
Greenwood and Hutchinson, the question is said to have been pursued further, but the 
arguments revolved around a scriptural analogy ± the baptism of the Pharisees and 
Sadducees ± urged by Hutchinson during their first exchange. Barrow notes 
occasional interjections from Bright, but these always express agreement with his 
partner. Both conferences, as described, were inconclusive. On departing, Hutchinson 
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is twice said to have promised another point (proof that Rome could be called a true 
church), but this is not raised in any subsequent account.135 
At the first of his own conferences, Barrow reports making his opinion of such 
events clear, and ± like Greenwood, though in less practical terms ± stating his 
preferred conditions. Sperin told him that he had been sent by Aylmer to discuss one 
of BarrRZ¶V DVVHUWLRQV µWKDW WKHUH ZDV QR &KXUFK LQ (QJODQG¶ to which Barrow 
responded that he µhad nothing to do with¶ WKH %LVKRS RI /RQGRQ DQG WKDW µwhat I 
hold concerning their Church of England the Bishhopps knew long agoe, & never as 
yet would grant either publicke or private conference, where the Booke of God might 
quietly decide the co[n]troversies betwixt us¶Recounting the injuries dealt him since 
his imprisonment, the separatist asserts, µI had just cause to suspect anie conference 
that [Aylmer] could send XQWR PH¶; a suspicion that would inform his attitude 
throughout.136 As an LQGLFDWLRQRI6SHULQ¶VUDGLFDOLVPBarrow expresses surprise that 
he is there in the bishop¶V name, µEHFDXVH , KDG KHDUG KH KDG VRPHW\PHV EHQH
RWKHUZLVHPLQGHG¶, and advises him to use his own name in requesting a debate, rather 
than that of Aylmer.137 
 The structure of these initial exchanges has more in common with the fluid 
discourse of 5DLQROGV¶ debate with Hart than the approach taken with Campion. As 
Barrow describes his first encounter, the arguments proceeded naturally from the 
discussion of Aylmer, and it was not until ink and paper were produced that 
propositions were set down in response to the question.138 At each conference, these 
were generally argued without logic form, and debated freely by both sides ± as 
Greenwood had asked, neither was limited to a specific role. There were, however, 
confused elements of disputation on display, particularly in %DUURZ¶V first debate. 
Once, he set down a syllogism whilst asking Sperin to µSURYH¶WKDWKLVSDULVKZDVµD
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WUXHHVWDEOLVKHG&KXUFKRI&KULVW¶139 Later, Sperin cited passages in scripture to prove 
an argument about church governors, but these do not appear to have been considered 
in any detail.140 Reacting to a distinction on the substance of a ministry, Barrow states: 
µThus whilest you professe science you make shipwrack of faith, & with your logick 
put away the Testame[n]t of Christ.¶141 This is expanded upon in subsequent events, 
and in %DUURZ¶V SUHIDFH to A Collection of Certain Letters and Conferences: µthese 
Preachers were loth to have the sore touched, but by evasions sought alwaies to 
darke[n] & torne away the truth with indirect answeres & con[n]ing distinctions.¶142 
Two things can thus be noted in these initial debates. First, they were not 
intellectual contests: the SULVRQHUV¶views and situation preclude niceties of form, and 
nominally rule out scholastic wrangling. Secondly, they are possessed of a heightened 
immediacy, covering the sHSDUDWLVWV¶direct situation, and the state of the church as it 
existed ± points that drew them closer to examinatory proceedings. The clearest 
physical manifestation of this was the private nature of the conferences. As noted, 
Barrow and Sperin had to relocate because a crowd had gathered.143 The account does 
not relate which of them suggested the change of venue, but the decision itself is 
indicative of a movement away from spectacle towards more earnest, delicate 
discourse *UHHQZRRG¶V VHFRQG encounter with Hutchinson further suggests the 
authoriWLHV¶KDQG LQ this: it ZDVKHOG LQWKHSRUWHU¶V ORGJHwhere the disputants were 
locked in, µWKDWQRPD>Q@PLJKWKHDUHRXUFRQIHUHQFH¶144 
 It is in his second individual debate that Barrow sets out his view of logical 
reasoning in relation to religious argument. At the commencement, he repeated the 
assertion that he had not yet obtained a conference µZKHUH WKH %RRNHRI*RGPLJKW
peaceablie decide all owr controversies¶ Before the debate itself, there was some 
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discussion of his separation, focusing on the etymological links EHWZHHQ µVHFWRULHV¶
DQGµVFKLVPDWLFV¶.145 But eventually, there was talk of making a start, on the topic of 
the church and its communicants, and here Barrow reports a dispute about process ± 
µwhither it should be after their schole maner, by /RJLFNHRUQR¶.146 Barrow makes his 
position clear: 
 
I desired to reason after a Christia[n] maner, according unto truth, though 
not in logicall formes... I would not bynde the majestie of the Script. to 
logicall formes, whereabout we should have more vaine cavilles, and 
spe[n]d more tyme, the[n] about the discussing of the question; and that 
my co[n]science could neither be convinced or instructed with anie 
syllogismes so much as with the weight of reason & force of truth.147 
 
This explains the format of the conferences, as presented here.148 But for all that he 
would not be convinced by logic form, Barrow had no qualms about using it: several 
of his arguments are set out as syllogisms.149 
 At the beginning of the sHSDUDWLVWV¶ ILUVW GXDO conference, in the chamber 
µZKHUHWKH\ZHUHNHSWFORVHSULVRQHUV¶, Egerton was the last to arrive, and both sides 
reportedly decided to start without him. SpeULQ¶V opening question echoed earlier 
debates: µ, ZRXOG NQRZ WKH FDXVHV RI \RXU IRUVDNLQJ RXU &KXUFK¶ Barrow referred 
him to their previous encounter, and the discussion proceeded from there.150 As 
Barrow relates it, the topics again concerned the nature and authority of the church, 
beginning at the settlement before moving to its dealings with Catholicism, and the 
power of the bishops and civil authorities. Egerton arrived some way into the second 
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point, and from here his interactions with Sperin are remarkable; both having puritan 
sympathies.151 Egerton holds Sperin back from subscribing to the view that bishops 
held only civil offices; but where Barrow proclaims them Antichristian additions to 
&KULVW¶VµSHUIHFWPLQLVWULH¶(JHUWRQagain halts his SDUWQHU¶Vdenial: µMr. Sperin here 
would have denyed the Bishop[s] to be Antichrist: But Mr. Egerton willed him never 
to denye that, which they had agreed uppon.¶152 
Procedurally, the conference with Sperin and Cooper provides the most 
interesting examples. Again, the debate is preceded by a discussion of the distinction 
between sectories and schismatics, in which Greenwood tells Sperin: µBy your 
Logicke & prophane Artes you pervert the trueth of the Scriptures... You make [logic] 
a cloke for your wickednes¶.153 Barrow also reports a dispute over written points and 
answers: whereas in previous accounts calls for pen and paper had met with a 
favourable response, here the request is questioned.154 µ7R ZKDW SXUSRVH"¶ &RRSHU
asks; µ<RX VHHNH ZULWLQJ [but] WR FDWFK¶ :KHQ %DUURZ states that it iV µWR DYRLGH
VFODQGHU¶ &RRSHU dismisses it as a waste of time. Finally, Greenwood decides µZH
will write tKRXJK\RXZLOOQRW¶155 Again, in permission and intent, this is a departure 
from anti-Catholic debate. There is little interest on &RRSHU¶V side in disseminating 
accounts, only in confronting the separatists themselves. This reflects the more 
complex front on which the debates were taking place: there was little desire to 
publicise separatist views. 
 The close of this conference is extraordinary. %DUURZ¶V DFFRXQW has Cooper 
breaking off, claiming to be needed elsewhere, but the participants were locked inside 
a chamber at the Fleet, with no porter at hand to let the free men out. On realising this, 
Cooper reportedly WXUQHGWRWZRµVWDQGHUVE\¶(the only ones permitted to observe the 
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debate), expanding on his arguments unilaterally.156 This led to some further, 
unstructured discourse, which ± as Barrow has it ± prompted one of the observers, a 
gentleman named Bartlet, to comment: µyt was not well we had not some more 
orderlie Conference about theis weightie causes that the truth might appeare.¶ The 
separatists agree, blaming the authorities, but Cooper, paradoxically, states: µ7KH\
denie our Church and ministrie & therfor are not to be disputed with¶, suggesting that 
he viewed these events as but another form of examination. More remarkably, at some 
urging from Greenwood and the observer, he adds: µWe graunt the things they seeke 
are good, and manie of us have written and taught fullie the same, but they seeke them 
not by due order.¶ Thus, despite his attitude, Barrow places Cooper in the same 
category as Sperin and Egerton: a radical, disputing on the DXWKRULWLHV¶ behalf.157  
The final debate, in which the separatists conferred with Andrewes and 
Hutchinson, is described by Barrow in a summary, rather than his usual blend of 
narrative and dialogue. In form and content, it appears similar to previous events: the 
DFFRXQW¶VVW\OHa result, as Barrow has it, of its µGLVRUGHUO\¶KDQGOLQJE\the opposing 
divines, µwho sought nothing so much as to obscure & turne away the truth by theire 
schole learning, manifold cavills & shifts, shameless denyall of manifest truthes, & 
most unchristian contumelies, scoffes, & reproches against owre persons.¶158 Here, 
µGLVRUGHUO\¶ FDQ partly EH WUDQVODWHG DV µDFDGHPLF¶: %DUURZ¶V REMHFWLRQV throughout 
were as much a reaction to scholastic forms as to the arguments being made. He 
rejects examination; but also outwardly rejects procedural ideals of balance, in favour 
of µ&KULVWLDQFRQIHUHQFH¶ based on scripture.  
Conference with radicals like Barrow and Greenwood is thus interesting in the 
ideals on display. Despite some blurring of disputation with interrogatory approaches, 
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a distinction is being observed, on both sides, between the two actions; and 
µFRQIHUHQFH¶, as the separatists term it, is held up ± explicitly by Barrow; implicitly by 
the authorities¶UHSUHVHQWDWLYHV ± as the more valid exercise. This is not to imply that 
there was a consensuVRQZKDWµFRQIHUHQFH¶HQWDLOHG, but it speaks to the persistence 
and spread of those ideals exploited in anti-Catholic debate. These events also suggest 
development; as %DUURZ¶V µ&KULVWLDQ FRQIHUHQFH¶ ± typical of puritan rhetoric ± 
revolves around authority and proof, rather than scholastic forms. But despite his 
aversion to the (literal) trappings of academia, the *UD\¶V ,QQ DOXPQXV and former 
Cambridge man is still tied to syllogistic reasoning, through opponent, training and 
custom. 
 
Conversion and Reclamation 
What these reformed encounters demonstrate is that a spectrum of conference and 
disputation was being employed by the authorities by the end of the reign. Aside from 
its application in polemic, conference was seen as an effective means of combating 
dissent and examining ± or even reclaiming ± recusants and converts. In 1577, the 
bishops and Privy Council had laid out a regimen of conferences to be applied with 
notable recusants, and several accounts of such efforts survive.159 These were, it 
should be emphasised, private encounters, held in the home of a minister or bishop, or 
before Ecclesiastical Commissioners. They rarely produced printed accounts: those 
reports that survive are generally written by the subjects themselves, relating failed 
attempts to persuade them, and remained in manuscript.160 The lack of printed 
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accounts indicates either that such efforts were highly unsuccessful, or that the 
authorities had little interest in calling attention to them ± converts and lay recusants 
presented a more delicate situation than imprisoned priests. If, as later events and the 
rhetoric of disputation suggest, religious conference was seen as an effective method 
of persuasion, the latter explanation is more likely. These events were aimed at those 
under examination; they were not intended for polemic. In the 1590s, at the urging of 
the Earl of Huntingdon, Thomas Morton engaged in conference with several 
recusants. His biographer John Barwick stated that Elizabeth had commanded the Earl 
µWRFRQYLQFHWKHPE\DUJXPHQWVUDWKHUWKHQVXSSUHVVWKHPE\IRUFH¶161 
The most detailed accounts of conference to reclaim a Catholic convert in this 
period were written by William Alabaster, whose fascination with the Rainolds 
brothers was tied to his own religious experience. As he describes in his conversion 
narrative, Alabaster had been drawn to Catholicism through reading and 
conference.162 In 1597, he came into contact with the captured priest Thomas Wright, 
through Gabriel Goodman, Dean of Westminster.163 The introduction was 
undoubtedly an attempt to convert Wright through debate, but as such was wholly 
unsuccessful: Alabaster, writing as a Catholic, describes their discourse as µnever to 
any great purpose for matters of controversie... EXWFHUWD\QVNLUPLVKHV¶emphasising 
his own pride and :ULJKW¶Vcredentials.164 ,WZDV LQ WKHSULHVW¶V room that Alabaster 
HQFRXQWHUHG:LOOLDP5DLQROGV¶Refutation of Sundry Reprehensions, Cavils and False 
Sleights, a defence of the Catholic translation of the New Testament; and in reading 
this work he converted to Catholicism ± a moment he describes as revelation grounded 
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in prior study.165 The interplay of learning and religious experience here is 
remarkable: turning swiftly from knowledge of the truth to its demonstration, 
Alabaster emphasises judgement DV ZHOO DV µDIIHFWLRQ¶.166 Faith and reason are 
described as lady and handmaid, and in the latter Alabaster states a preference for 
scholastic divinity over the man-made µ5HWKRULFDOODVVHUWLRQVDQGSDUDGR[HV¶ he found 
in Protestantism.167  
In addition, Alabaster expresses enthusiasm and hope for disputation, partly 
through the imagery of martyrdom:  
 
I imagined my self to speake with the protestantes and dispute for the 
Catholique faith; which I was resolved to defend, even unto death itself; 
and to suffer most gladly any kinde of torture or persecution that man 
colde laye upon me for the same, acounted my self happie that I was 
fallen into the opposition of tymes wher I shold have aboundant occasion 
to shewe my love unto Christ and his Church by confession of my 
faith.168 
 
+H UHSRUWV SUD\LQJ IRU VL[ PRQWKV¶ IUHHGRP WR SUHSDUH VSHQGLQJ PRUH WKDQ WZHQW\
pounds on Catholic books and engaging in private discourse with as many as would 
listen.169 Eventually (as he describes it, after the required six months), Alabaster, who 
held a Cambridge post, was called before the master of his college and the vice-
chancellor, who asked that he return to the English Church, but neither, by his 
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reckoning, offered disputation.170 He was then imprisoned, but again, his desire for 
debate was frustrated: he was visited by several divines, including John Overall, but 
µWRQRELFNHULQJRIGLVSXWDWLRQZHHYHUFDPH¶171 
 Finally, he was brought before the Bishop of London (now Richard Bancroft) 
whose intention was to win him back to the cKXUFK µKHEHJDQQHSUHVHQWO\WRUHDVRQ
with me alone, saying that he hoped I was not yeat so farr gonn, but that I might be 
UHFODLPHG¶ Bancroft asked the extent of his Catholicism, which drew some debate on 
relative church authority, but Alabaster describes the exchange as a process of 
question and answer, which only took on a disputatious tone when he proved 
steadfast.172 As an extraordinary postscript, he notes that after dinner, Bancroft locked 
him in a room with the apostate priest Ralph Ithall µRIN\QHWRWKH%LVKRSS¶ in the 
hope of persuading him, EXWWKDWµZHKDGVFDUFHEHJDQHWRWDONHEXWWKH%UHSHQWLQJ
himselfe and thinkinge belike that I might rather move the preest to repentance... than 
he me to retorne to protestantes Religion he came running backe in great hast, and 
VDLGH WKDW QRZ KH KDG WKRXJKW RI LW KH ZRXOG QRW KDYH XV WDONH WRJHWKHU¶ %\ WKLV
conversion through discourse was not just a possibility: it was a positive danger.173 
Another meeting with Bancroft occurred several days later, which Alabaster states 
was pursued through temptation, rather than disputation ± this only confirming his 
position.174 
 Conference had not, however, been abandoned. Within days of his second 
encounter with Bancroft, Alabaster was sent to Bishop John Still of Bath and Wells, 
with whom he had personal connections.175 In the company of several others, Still is 
said to have launched into a dramatic lament, causing the convert to laugh out loud; 
but this evolved into a conference similar in tone to his first encounter with Bancroft. 
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By his account, Still ignored answers, expressed the view that Rome had been a true 
church, and at one point could not find a place he cited, but ended on a confident note, 
WHOOLQJ$ODEDVWHUWRµZHLJKHZHOOKLVUHDVRQVZKLFKKHKDGJLYHQ¶$JDLQ the convert 
departed unconvinced.176 Following this, he was sent to confer with Andrewes, 
because (as he puts it) µWKHWRZ%XVKRSSHVKDG IRZQGE\H[SHULHnce that ther was 
little hope of change in me, except they could convince my judgement by force of 
DUJXPHQW¶177 Here, both Alabaster and Andrewes emphasise the importance of 
conference, one asking that his DGYHUVDU\ µLPSOR\H DOO KLV HQGHYRXUV WR VKHZH P\
erURU LI KH FRXOG¶ZKLOH the other cites the example of St Paul in urging the role of 
conference in conversion. Alabaster maintained that he had spoken with learned 
ministers, and remained unsatisfied.178 The discussion then turned to the authority of 
the Catholic Church, and what Alabaster perceived as the lack of a reformed 
equivalent. Here, Andrewes stresses faith, comparing it to the light of understanding; 
an argument Alabaster dismisses as µQRWKLQJVRZQGQRUGRFWRUOLNH¶179 Once again, by 
$ODEDVWHU¶VDFFRXnt, the debate did not resemble disputation, although he objected and 
Andrewes replied. 
 Following this, conference gave way to official proceedings. At his next 
meeting with Bancroft and Still, they µVDWWLQVROHPQLW\DWWKHKLJKcommission Table¶, 
and thH GLVFXVVLRQ UHYROYHG DURXQG $ODEDVWHU¶V SRVLWLRQ, with occasional invectives 
against Rome DQG µOLJKWTXHVWLRQV¶ that were never followed up.180 In the meantime, 
the convert was denied books in prison, and his challenges went unanswered.181 He 
was deprived of his ministry, and after more unproductive debates concluded µthat no 
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IXUWKHUGLVSXWDWLRQRUODZIXOOWULDOZRXOGEHJHYHQXQWRPH¶182 Frustrated, he escaped 
to the continent and, finally, to Rome.183  
The gap described in $ODEDVWHU¶Vnarrative between the disputation he desired 
and the conferences he received reflects the official attitude towards debate with 
converts. As G. M. Story and Helen Gardner note, his encounters were all private, and 
his calls for public debate refused.184 Alabaster himself notes anxieties surrounding his 
case: following his meeting with Andrewes, he was not returned WR&DPEULGJHµOHDVW
my example DQGFRQYHUVLRQPLJKWGUDZHRWKHUVWRIROORZHPH¶; and Bancroft would 
not have him in his house because he was µafraid to be suspected for a PDSLVW¶185 
These concerns ± plausible enough for Alabaster to suggest them ± suggest why such 
debate rarely fuelled polemic. Recusants and converts by definition blurred the binary 
oppositions on which polemic relied (in contrast to imprisoned priests); but also, in the 
context of effectual debate, they raised greater concerns of exposure. 
 
James Ussher and Henry Fitzsimon 
Amid these private conferences and proceedings, formal disputation with imprisoned 
priests continued, though it was not so widely reported or utilised in polemic as in the 
early 1580s. In the 1590s, Robert Abbot disputed against the Marian priest Paul 
Spence at Worcester, but did not print their exchange µOHDVW , VKRXOG VHHP SDUWLDO
HLWKHU IRU P\ VHOI RU DJDLQVW KLP¶186 Meanwhile, the returned convert Thomas Bell 
was deployed against Catholics at York Castle and the Jesuit Henry Walpole.187 
Earlier that decade, William Fitch, an imprisoned English Capuchin, had been 
opposed by several divines, one debate reportedly taking place before a large, lay 
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audience.188 In the early 1600s, Thomas Morton disputed against a priest named 
Young and one Stillington, a gentleman, before a mixed crowd; his biographers noting 
that the account was never printed, µEHFDXVH KH DQG KLV $GYHUVDULHV HQJDJHG
themselves by PXWXDOO SURPLVH QRW WR 3ULQW LW EXW E\ FRPPRQ FRQVHQW¶.189 These 
events, then, present further evidence of diversity in public religious disputation, in 
terms of audience, attitude and purpose, but this time within anti-Catholic debate. 
Echoes of Campion inform the modesty of Abbot and Morton. Their concerns sit at 
VRPHUHPRYHIURP0F&RRJ¶VGHPRQVWUDWLRQDQGGHVWUXFWLRQ 
This trend can be explored further by turning, briefly, to Ireland. On June 27th, 
1600, a student from Trinity College, Dublin, disputed against the Jesuit Henry 
Fitzsimon ± fifteen years his senior, and a prisoner in Dublin Castle. Fitzsimon had 
returned as a missionary in 1594, and ± as Alan Ford notes ± had allowed himself to 
be captured in the hope of finding Protestant opponents; a strategy that proved 
spectacularly unsuccessful.190 His adversary was James Ussher, later Archbishop of 
Armagh, a dedicated student of Travers (provost at Trinity from 1594) and an 
adherent of Ramism, less than two years from ordination.191 Few details of the 
arrangements surrounding their debate survive, but Ford offers it as a first example of 
the radical divines of Trinity being focused, sans distraction, against Catholicism. 
Here was a more liberated, Irish version RIWKHV¶harnessing of men like Travers, 
Field and Charke; long since marginalised in England by Whitgift.192 In the format of 
his debate with Fitzsimon, however, it iV8VVKHU¶Vstatus as a student ± rather than his 
religious alignment ± that is most apparent. By his own account, his allegiance to the 
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full, formal process surpasses that of older divines; indeed, the account is in many 
ways a template for the practice.193 
 The disputants have equal opportunity to oppose, Ussher taking the role for the 
first half, and Fitzsimon for the second. At the midpoint, the Jesuit asks to take over, 
and 8VVKHUUHVSRQGVµ<RXVKDOOYHULHZLOOLQJOLH¶Soon, however, Fitzsimon has to be 
reminded of the roles, having requested an argument.194 Logic form is used 
throughout, and its direction and force ± in WKH µFRXUVHRIGLVSXWDWLRQ¶ ± are directly 
urged by the younger man in pursuing one point.195 The arguments move from 
syllogistic assertion through authorities to confirmation; WKH UHVSRQGHQW¶V SDUW LV
concise and the question, the identification of the Pope as Antichrist, is termed 
8VVKHU¶V µWKHVLV¶ ± in other words, the encounter is presented as D µGLVSXWDWLRQ¶ LQ
every respect.196 As Ford notes, this was partly a result RI 8VVKHU¶V \RXWK DQG
µSUHFRFLRXV¶ LQWHOOHFWXDOLVP but more generally, it represents a departure from 
recorded anti-Catholic debate in England. 8VVKHU¶V\RXWKKLVDGYHUVDU\¶V fervour and 
the drive of Trinity College provide a reflection of those trends only glimpsed 
elsewhere: anti-Catholic disputation loosed from its Elizabethan restraints.197 
 
The Spread of Elizabethan Religious Debate 
The most detailed accounts of public religious disputation in (OL]DEHWK¶V England 
concern the examination of imprisoned priests, but by the end of the reign, these 
encounters had adapted to new circumstances and old concerns. They were, moreover, 
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one aspect of a wider practice. Surviving accounts of disputation cannot be taken as a 
definitive measure of its use, but their diversity and spread in the latter portion of the 
reign, combined with supplementary evidence, indicates a proliferation of such events, 
on a spectrum ranging from the public examination of priests to the attempted 
reclamation of converts and reformed discussion of church doctrine. Early restriction 
was giving way to balance and variety; fuelled by a belief in the efficacy of discourse, 
and framed in the forms and ideals of academic debate. By the UHLJQ¶Vclose, Jesuits 
were given opportunities to oppose, and archbishops were required to respond.  
Two things, however, must qualify this Utopian outline. The most fundamental 
is the omnipresence of formal debate in the minds of educated officials and divines. 
The academic role of disputation, coupled with the period¶VGLYLVLRQV, suggests that it 
was the restriction of its public, controversial use that was unusual. Those in authority 
cannot be said to have single-handedly rekindled the practice in the 1580s as a means 
to their own ends ± it was a reaction to religious challenges simply waiting to happen. 
Secondly, religious debate was still subject to the concerns of the time. The absence of 
anti-Catholic accounts in the later 1580s reflects the ascendancy of Whitgift and the 
more fearful political and international climate.198 Moreover, as Lake argues, reactions 
to Catholic and reformed dissent were not independent of one another, and what 
prompted disputation in one direction could restrict it elsewhere.199 Even when these 
caveats are taken into account, however, the range of debate recorded in the latter 
portion of the reign is striking. Disputation as polemic was one aspect of a broader, 
more significant, and increasingly visible phenomenon.  
Another aspect, sidelined by the examples detailed above, was the role of 
conference or disputation in the puritan movement. Lines have been drawn here 
between debates within puritan gatherings and those crossing confessional or 
controversial lines. In part, this reflects /H\¶V ERXQGDUies: puritan exchanges had 
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different intentions ± education and clarification, between divines in fundamental 
agreement. But there is also, of course, the question of prior work on the movement. 
To expand this study into all puritan µconferenceV¶ is to re-tread areas detailed by 
Collinson and others. In the context of disputation, the growth of puritan debate in the 
later sixteenth century can be described as a parallel discursive trend. 
 
What emerges clearly from these Elizabethan accounts is the continual adaptation of 
formal disputation to suit individual divines and circumstances. The ideological aspect 
caQ EH VHHQ LQ %DUURZ¶V urging of conference from scripture, and the practical is 
demonstrated in those debates arranged by the authorities. But individual adaptations 
are also in evidence; in RainoldV¶ humanist assurance, $\OPHU¶V academic 
condescension at the consistory, 8VVKHU¶V SUHFRFLW\, and the differences between 
&DPSLRQ¶VRSSRQHQWV What unifies these diverse styles is a loyalty to the disputation 
format ± a structure that would survive in controversy for decades to come. The trends 
prompting public religious debate were not about to disappear; and on her death, 




Chapter Five: Disputation Distinguished, 1604-1620 
µthere is no order, nor can bee any effectuall issue of disputation, if each partie might 
QRWEHHVXIIHUHGZLWKRXWFKRSSLQJWRVSHDNHDWODUJHZKDWKHHZRXOG¶1 
 
Where the new king was concerned, two forces shaped religious disputation in the 
opening decades of the seventeenth century. The first was -DPHV¶enthusiasm for such 
debate. At his accession, those subjugated and examined under Elizabeth voiced 
renewed hope for tolerance and change, in tracts and appeals to the monarch, and in 
doing so, they invoked his reputation for learning, citing his printed works and 
engagement in disputation.2 The reputation was not unfounded: James established a 
connection with the universities greater than that exercised by Elizabeth, and in 1605 
asserted that if not a NLQJKHZRXOGKDYHEHHQµDXQLYHUVLW\PDQ¶3 He had disputed 
with Scottish ministers before acceding to the English throne, and continued to engage 
in religious debate after 1603, albeit hindered by his royal authority and the import of 
each event.4 The second force, however, was more restrictive. James maintained a 
belief in Christian unity, evident in his treatment of puritan dissenters and his 
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approach to the Church of Rome.5 His stance has been described as a via media, a 
desire to bring moderates to the church whilst excluding radical or subversive views, 
an expression of unity intended to avert threats to his authority and person. In theory, 
this would protect the stability and doctrinal equilibrium of the church, and ± as 
Kenneth Fincham and Peter Lake point out ± could also adapt to changing political 
requirements.6 In distinguishing between degrees of dissent, and thus incorporating a 
broad spectrum in the bounds of conformity and tolerance, it contributed to a climate 
in which religious discussion could become more widespread; but it might, at the 
same time, have hindered instances and reports of religious disputation ± typically the 
realm of priests and aggressive Protestant polemicists.7 Whilst opportunities for 
religious discourse increased in these opening decades, accounts of disputation do not 
survive in great numbers. The IRUP¶V influence can still be detected, but the formal, 
demonstrative events RI(OL]DEHWK¶V reign were not long repeated, certainly in terms of 
full accounts. Instead, the evidence to 1620 describes scattered, unstructured debates, 
on the boundaries of the English Church.  
 
The Hampton Court Conference 
James began his reign with a conference intended to address national doctrine and 
religious policy.8 Held in January 1604, Hampton Court was ± in contrast to 
                                                             
5
 .HQQHWK)LQFKDPDQG3HWHU/DNHµ7KH(FFOHVLDVWLFDO3ROLFLHVRI-DPHV,DQG&KDUOHV,¶LQ.HQQHWK
Fincham (ed.), The Early Stuart Church, 1603-1642 (Basingstoke, 1993), pp. 30-1; Patterson, King 




 Patterson captures this in arguing that the relish with which James approached religious discussion 
formed part of his desire for Christian unity: Patterson, King James VI and I, p. 342. 
8
 7KHSULQFLSDODFFRXQWLV%DUORZ¶VSumme and Substance. Shorter relations are printed in Roland G. 
Usher, The Reconstruction of the English Church, vol. 2 (New York and London, 1910), pp. 331-354, 
LQFOXGLQJµ$Q$QRQ\PRXV$FFRXQWLQ)DYRXURIWKH%LVKRSV¶%/+DUO06, f. 7r-v and BL Add. 
MS 38492, f. 81r-v) and a transcription of BL Harl. MS 828, ff. 32-6HYHUDODUHWDNHQIURP%DUORZ¶V
ZRUNZKHUH WKH\DUHSULQWHGDV µXQVDYRU\DQGXQWUXH¶ VLJV$3r-P3r. Reports can also be found in 
letters from James Montagu (Edmund Sawyer, Memorials of Affairs of State in the Reigns of Q. 
Elizabeth and K. James I, vol. 2 (London, 1725), pp. 13-15), Tobie Matthew (Edward Cardwell, A 
History of Conferences and Other Proceedings (Oxford, 1849), pp. 161- -DPHV¶ DJHQW 3DWULFN
Galloway (Cardwell, History of Conferences, pp. 212-7) and Dudley Carleton (Maurice Lee, Jr. (ed.), 
Dudley Carleton to John Chamberlain 1603-1624: Jacobean Letters (Rahway NJ, 1972), p. 57). The 
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Westminster ± intended to respond to puritan appeals, most notably the Millenary 
Petition of 1603, and to examine the reformed boundary of the Church of England ± a 
line that was increasingly contested towards the end of the sixteenth century.9 There 
were, however, remarkable similarities between this event and its Elizabethan 
forerunner. Like many state-sanctioned religious exchanges, it was carefully 
controlled, and contemporary reports include suggestions (and outright accusations) of 
state orchestration and unfair dealing. *LYHQ -DPHV¶ UHSXWDWLRQ DQG involvement in 
formal debate, before and after Hampton Court, these images are particularly 
revealing. Whatever academic regard (or polemical respect) was held for disputation 
at his accession, when the stakes were high enough those in authority still recoiled 
from leaving doctrinal questions to chance ± or, more precisely, to the vicissitudes of 
formal, public debate. 
 It is interesting, therefore, to note &ROOLQVRQ¶Vplacement of Hampton Court in 
the context of similar events and practices. In 1983, he described the relationship 
between these occasions and university disputation DV D µORRVH¶ RQH, citing the 
immediate purpose, powerful observers and laxity of form that characterised such 
politically charged disputes. Nonetheless, he invokes -DPHV¶REVHUYDWLRQWKDWµLf [the 
puritan representatives] had been in a college disputing with thair scholars, if any of 
thair disciples had answered them in that sort, they would have fetched him up in a 
place of a reply; and so should the rod have plyed upon the poor boyes buttocks.¶10 In 
seeking to contextualise Hampton Court, however, Collinson soon moves away from 
academic disputation, making little mention of process. Instead, he draws comparisons 
with the 1518 Leipzig debates and the Westminster conference ± µdisputations¶ upon 
                                                                                                                                                                               
FRQIHUHQFHKDVEHHQH[WHQVLYHO\VWXGLHGE\KLVWRULDQVHDUO\FRUQHUVWRQHVEHLQJ8VKHU¶s Reconstruction 
DQG D FKDSWHU LQ 6DPXHO 5 *DUGLQHU¶V History of England from the Accession of James I to the 
Outbreak of the Civil War 1603-1642, vol. 1 (London, 1883), pp. 146-59. Subsequent revision has been 
done by Curtis, Frederick Shriver, Collinson, Nicholas Tyacke and Alan Cromartie.  
9
 Nicholas Tyacke, The Fortunes of English Puritanism, 1603-1640 (London, 1990), p. 3. Patrick 
&ROOLQVRQ QRWHV WKH 3HWLWLRQ¶V VXJJHVWLRQ WKDW TXHVWLRQV EH DGGUHVVHG µE\ FRQIHUHQFH DPRQJ WKH
OHDUQHG¶DQ LGHD LQWHQGHG µWR ZKHW WKH NLQJ¶V DSSHWLWH IRU UHOLJLRXV DUJXPHQW¶ &ROOLQVRQ µ-DFREHDQ
5HOLJLRXV6HWWOHPHQW¶S 
10
 Cardwell, History of ConferencesS&ROOLQVRQµ-DFREHDQ5HOLJLRXV6HWWOHPHQW¶SS-5.  
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ZKRVH RXWFRPH µWKH UHOLJLRXV GHVWLQ\ RI ZKROH QDWLRQV GHSHQGHG¶ He qualifies this 
with their now familiar duality of purpose: such occasions were to determine in 
principle, but present a government determination in practice.11 To explore this duality 
DQG EXLOGRQ&ROOLQVRQ¶VSODFHPHQW LW LV Qecessary to examine Hampton Court in a 
broader context of debate, and note those elements of academic custom on display. 
The question is, to what extent can the event be said to reflect common ± or, indeed, 
royal ± attitudes toward disputation, and how far was it an engineered, traditional echo 
of earlier µHVWDEOLVKLQJ¶GHEDWHV" 
 After some delay, the conference took place over three days: the 14th, 16th and 
18th of January.12 The most detailed DFFRXQW LV :LOOLDP %DUORZ¶V Summe and 
Substance, which Collinson describes as the µVHPL-RIILFLDO¶YHUVLRQ.13 Barlow himself, 
then Dean of Chester, was intimately connected with the church hierarchy, having 
been one of its representatives in the event, and his account naturally inclines toward 
their side, influenced as much by his own position as by the FRQIHUHQFH¶Voutcome.14 
The work was originally to be dedicated to Robert Cecil, and was commissioned by 
Whitgift.15 But for all its limitations, Frederick Shriver, in examining the surviving 
accounts, concludes WKDW%DUORZ¶VµPXVWUHPDLQWKHEDVLFVRXUFH for the conference.¶16 
Alan Cromartie posits a lack of immediate criticism as a reason for trusting the work, 
in part, as both an account of the event DQG D µFOXH¶ WR -DPHV¶ religious position.17 
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 &ROOLQVRQµ-DFREHDQ5HOLJLRXV6HWWOHPHQW¶S  
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Ultimately, as Collinson notes, the account is three times as long as its closest 
competitor.18 
In numerical terms, the conference appears rather one-sided. The established 
church, essentially the question for debate, was represented by a large gathering of 
bishops, deans and doctors, while the puritans, overwhelmingly moderate, were John 
Rainolds, Thomas Sparke, Laurence Chaderton and John Knewstub.19 Members of the 
Privy Council were also present, along with several individuals whom Collinson 
describeV DV µKDUG WR FDWHJRULVH¶, blurring the line between the two sides.20 One of 
these, the theologian and chaplain-in-ordinary Richard Field, is listed in Barlow¶V
account among the clergymen summoned by James, but appears in other reports as a 
puritan representative: the µAnonymous Account in Favour of the Bishops¶, as printed 
by R. G. Usher, states that he µZHQW LQ Zith the Puritans, [but] he never spake but 
RQFHDQGWKDWDOWRJHWKHUDJHLQVWWKHP¶21 This blurring ± which occurred between the 
sides and between the disputants and their nominal observers ± already sets Hampton 
Court apart from the more structured public disputations of the period. That between 
the sides would have a direct impact on the outcome of the conference (and its 
reception); and, as Collinson notes, the best comparison in the latter regard is with the 
Lambeth debate, whose hindrances have already been discussed.22 
On the 14th, both sides were initially present, but James dismissed all but µWKH
Lords of the Privie Councell, and the Bishoppes, with five Deanes, viz. of the 
Chappell, Westminster, Paules, Westchester, [and] Salisburie¶ DW ZKLFK point, as 




 %DUORZQDPHVWKRVHVXPPRQHGDVµWKH$UFKELVKRSRI&DQWHUEXULHWKH%LVKRSVRI/RQGRQ Durham, 
Winchester, Worcester, S. Davids, Chichester, Carlell, and Peterborow: the Deanes of the Chappell, 
Christs Church, Worcester, Westminster, Paules, Chester, Windsor, with Doctor Field, and Doctor 
.LQJ$UFKGHDFRQRI1RWWLQJKDP¶%DUORZSumme and Substance, pp. 1-2. On the second day, only the  
bishops of London and Winchester were present, accompanied by the deans and doctors, including 




 Barlow, Summe and Substance, pp. 1-&ROOLQVRQ µ-DFREHDQ5HOLJLRXV6HWWOHPHQW¶Sp. 39, 190n; 





Barlow describes it, the door was closed.23 Accounts of this meeting vary; not just in 
perspective, but in the degree of argument said to have taken place. By all accounts, 
the king questioned the bishops on several points ± the Prayer Book, services in the 
Church of England, excommunication in the church courts, and the provision of 
ministers for Ireland.24 IQ%DUORZ¶VQDUUDWLYHhowever, these points are handled in a 
manner more conversational than was typical even of public disputation. While the 
bishops cited scripture, the Fathers and Calvin in support of their arguments, there is 
no trace of formal debate, and the lack of clearly defined sides makes for a conference 
devoid of structural pretension.25 This might, of course, reflect the natural 
abbreviation of a purposeful account; but there are few instances here where the 
discussion resembles any form of debate. James excepts DJDLQVW WKH 3UD\HU %RRN¶V
handling of private baptism, and this leads to some unstructured argument on the 
necessity of baptism by ministers; but as a whole, the encounter retains the tone of a 
ruler being informed and ± to an extent ± reassured about the doctrine of his church.26 
Tonally and structurally, the impression is given that while he had summoned the 
puritans to deal with their objections, the bishops were there to clarify and offer 
advice.  
Puritan accounts take a different view. One, written on the 15th and printed by 
Barlow for condemnation, highlights -DPHV¶ objections, noting that the bishops 
µbrought foorth many popish arguments, which the King very earnestly answered, and 
learnedly... and said by those reasons, they might proove Popery.¶27 Another asserts 
WKDW WKHELVKRSV µWRRNHXSRQ WKHm to manteyne¶EDSWLVP E\ZRPHQ ± in disputation 
accounts, µPDLQWDLQ¶is often shorthand for one of the academic roles, and at the least 
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 Barlow, Summe and Substance, pp. 2-3. 
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 Ibid., pp. 6-7, sigs Pr-P2r; Babbage, Puritanism and Richard Bancroft, p. 65. 
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 Barlow, Summe and Substance, pp. 6-20. 
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 Ibid., pp. 14-19. The meeting is similarly described in a letter of the 15th from Dudley Carleton ± as 
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 Barlow, Summe and Substance, sig. Pv. Another has a similar focus: sig. P2r. 
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denotes structured argument.28 Curtis, collating this account with intimations in a draft 
royal proclamation the preceding year, has gone further, suggesting that this opening 
day resembled a trial. James, he observes, µFKDUJHGWKHELVKRSVWRWHOOKLPZKDWLQWKH
Church QHHGHG UHIRUP¶ a demand JORVVHG RYHU LQ %DUORZ¶V account.29 Finding a 
middle way upon revisiting the conference, Shriver states that the king µH[SUHVVHGKLV
opinions forthrightly, debating ZLWK WKH ELVKRSV DQG ZLQQLQJ RQH SRLQW¶30 If the 
battleground of Hampton Court was church doctrine, that of written accounts ± and 
historical interpretation ± has been the attitude of the king. Crucially, however, 
competing depictions of this first day do not rest upon real or pretended victory, but 
hinge on the HYHQW¶Vproximity to disputation; or, conversely, to counsel.31 
More revealing than the conduct of this encounter is -DPHV¶RSHQLQJRUDWLRQ 
although this too is contested. Barlow recalls it as a statement of qualified 
contentment: the king notes µthe example of all Christian Princes, who in the 
commencement of their reigne, usually take the first course for the establishing of the 
Church, both for doctrine and policie... particularly, in this land¶ invoking the entire 
Tudor line ± regardless of denomination ± as instances of the same.32 This is followed 
by the declaration that he is more satisfied than his predecessors, and that he thanked 
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 Usher, Reconstruction, vol. 2, p. 342 (emphasis added). 
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 $QGRQHWKDWZDVLVVXHGWRWKHSXULWDQVZKHQWKHLUWXUQFDPH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Substance, pp. 18- 6KULYHU¶V GHSLFWLRQ UHVHPEOHV WKDW RI WKH 'HDQ RI WKH &KDSHO 5R\DO -DPHV
0RQWDJXµWKH.LQJDORQHGLVSXWLQJZLWKWKH%LVKRSVVRZLVHO\ZLWWLO\DQGOHDUQHGO\ZLWKWKDWSUHWW\
Patience, as I think never Man liYLQJHYHUKHDUGWKHOLNH¶6DZ\HUMemorials of Affairs of State, vol. 2, 
p. 14), and that of Matthew, again in private correspondence: Cardwell, History of Conferences, p. 163. 




SUHVHQFH RI *HUYDVH %DELQJWRQ RI :RUFHVWHU 5XGG RI 6W 'DYLG¶V 0DWWKHZ RI 'XUKDP DQG +HQU\
Robinson of Carlisle, who may have bHHQ µLQ FORVHU V\PSDWK\ ZLWK 5H\QROGV DQG 6SDUNH¶ PLJKW
certainly have prompted debate; although the principal speakers were Whitgift, Bancroft and Thomas 
Bilson: Collinson, Elizabethan Puritan Movement, p. 459; see Nicholas Tyacke, Anti-Calvinists: The 
Rise of English Arminianism c. 1590-1640 (Oxford, 1987), pp. 15-19. 
32
 2Q-DPHV¶FKURQRORJ\VHH&DUGZHOOHistory of Conferences, p. 162. 
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*RGµIRUEULQJLQJKLPLQWRWKHSURPLVHGODQG¶33 As Barlow describes it, then, -DPHV¶
purpose was clear: he had not called the conference µfor any Innovation¶, and his 
reason for consulting with the bishops first was that µif any thing should be found 
meete to be redressed, it might be done... without any visible alteration.¶34 But again, 
SXULWDQ DFFRXQWV VKLIW WKH IRFXV RQWR -DPHV¶ GRXEWV: that of the 15th, along with the 
report held at Harleian 828 (markedly similar in its depiction of the first day), has 
Whitgift, Bancroft and Thomas Bilson falling to their knees to ask that nothing be 
changed, and this is echoed in shorter accounts.35 By way of answer, they recount the 
NLQJ¶V acknowledgment WKDW µWKH EHVW VWDWH ZRXOG JDWKHU FRUUXSWLRQV¶ omitting any 
longer or more equivocal speech. A similar remark is reported by Barlow, but here 
appears near the end of -DPHV¶ oration, soon DIWHU µLQQRYDWLRQ¶ is dismissed as the 
HQFRXQWHU¶V object.36 
The kLQJ¶V intentions at Hampton Court have been debated by successive 
generations of historians, and the enduring difficulty of the question needs to be borne 
in mind here.37 If, however, he approached the conference with considered 
satisfaction, as Barlow suggests, it goes some way toward explaining the discursive 
nature of this opening exchange.38 More importantly, the existence of this meeting 
must inform our perception of the conference as a whole. With the puritanV¶
contribution prefaced ± indeed, bookended ± by consultation with the bishops, the 
occasion appears closer to an examination of their views than a disputation. In other 
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 Barlow, Summe and Substance, pp. 3-4. 
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 Collinson has attempted WR XQWDQJOH FRPSHWLQJ H[SODQDWLRQV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and progress, the conference itself can, partly, be laid at the door of conferences pastDQG WKHNLQJ¶V
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 TKH µ$QRQ\PRXV $FFRXQW¶ VWDWHV WKDW WKH FRQIHUHQFH EHJDQ RQ WKH th of January: Usher, 
Reconstruction, vol. 2, p. 335. 
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words, structurally, Hampton Court was a distinctly Elizabethan event. Thus, even 
before -DPHV¶ conduct and the efforts of the puritans are taken into account, the 
conference is far from the equitable hearing many had requested. The overarching 
structure, reliant upon the bishops, shows that James did not value disputation over 
order and continuity, regardless of its intellectual appeal. Collinson arrives at a 
parallel conclusion regarding his approach: his experiences in Scotland, he suggests, 
had cautioned the king against reform, and his attitude here achieved nothing so much 
as the expression and defence of the royal supremacy.39 In its origins and execution, 
Hampton Court reflects an ultimately one-sided EDWWOHEHWZHHQ-DPHV¶political ± and, 
by some accounts, theological ± reserve and his intellectual enthusiasm; a battle 
perpetuated in contemporary accounts. 
On the 16th, the bishops of London and Winchester ± described as 
µVXSHUYLVRUV¶ E\ WKH µAnonymous Account¶ ± arrived before the meeting began; the 
puritans being called in before twelve, followed by the deans and doctors.40 Barlow 
reports that the king ± arriving last, with his son in tow ± opened SURFHHGLQJVZLWKµD
VKRUW EXW D SLWKLH DQG VZHHWH VSHDFK¶ WR WKH VDPH HQG as that of the previous day. 
James reiterated that the intention waVµQRWWRLQQRYDWH¶, instead laying out three goals: 
µto settle an uniforme order through the whole Church... to plant unitie, for the 
suppressing of Papists and enemies to Religion... [and] to amend abuses, as naturall to 
bodies politike, and corrupt man, as the shadow to the bodie¶.41 Remarkably, the 
µ$QRQ\PRXV $FFRXQW LQ )DYRXU RI WKH %LVKRSV¶ reports his stated SXUSRVH DV µWR
HVWDEOLVKHWUXWKHRI5HOLJLRQ¶; whereas one puritan report seizes upon %DUORZ¶Vsecond 
objective, nRWLQJWKDWµWKH.LQJVSDNHPXFKWRXQLWLHWKDWWKH\might joyne against the 
Papists.¶42 Again, -DPHV¶perceived receptiveness ± a result of his reputation and the 




 Usher, Reconstruction, vol. 2, p. 337; Barlow, Summe and Substance, p. 21. Bancroft and Bilson 
ZHUHWKHPRVWFRQVHUYDWLYHRIWKHELVKRSV&URPDUWLHµ.LQJ-DPHV¶S 
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 Barlow, Summe and Substance, pp. 21-2; this is echoed by Montagu: Sawyer, Memorials of Affairs of 
State, vol. 2, p. 14. 
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 Usher, Reconstruction, vol. 2, p. 335; Barlow, Summe and Substance, sig. P2r. 
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calling of the conference ± offers a polemical battleground, preventing the event from 
being definitive in its aftermath.43 
 After the kLQJ¶V introduction caPH WKDW RI 5DLQROGV WKH µIRUHPDQ¶ RI WKH
puritan side. Kneeling, he offered four objections, touching the purity of doctrine, the 
provision of pastors, church government, and improvements needed to the Book of 
Common Prayer.44 ,Q%DUORZ¶VDFFRXQWLWLVIURP5DLQROGV¶expansion on the first of 
these ± excepting against several of the 39 Articles, including article XVI on 
justification ± that the debate evolves, without structure. 5DLQROGV¶objections, to be 
precise, are interrupted by Bancroft.45 From here, Barlow provides shades of the 
formal process, without ever demonstrating its features directly. As Sparke and 
Travers had at Lambeth, Rainolds opposes by default, although Barlow¶s language 
shows little RI7UDYHUV¶IRUPXODLFUHSHWLWLRQand awareness of the roles.46 Again, there 
is little trace of logic form. At times, authorities are called for and cited, including the 
)DWKHUV µ7HUWXOOLDQ &\SULDQ 2ULJHQ DQG RWKHUV¶ &DOYLQ Dnd William Fulke; 
although a Bible is not produced until well into the debate.47 Most remarkable of all, 
in light of this laxity, iV-DPHV¶UHDFWLRQWRWKat first interruption from Bancroft: µthere 
is no order, nor can bee any effectuall issue of disputation, if each partie might not bee 
suffered... to speake at large what hee would.¶48 Thus, if %DUORZ¶V DFFRXQW LV to be 
followed, the second day at Hampton Court is concurrently the best and worst 
example of the SHULRG¶Vblurring of µdisputation¶, both in practice and as an abstract 
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disrupted by interruption, unstructured discourse and JDPHV¶ FRPSOH[ UROH DV PRGHUDWRU Barlow, 
Summe and Substance, pp. 32-80; see below. 
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ideal.49 Questions of format seem to exist only at the EDFNRIWKHSDUWLFLSDQWV¶PLQGV
(and are certainly restricted to WKHEDFNRI%DUORZ¶V), while the topics and their context 
are entirely at the forefront. 
 It would be tempting to dismiss this lack of structural concern as a result of the 
drive and abbreviation in %DUORZ¶VDFFRXQWZHUHLWQRWIRUWKHPDUNHGO\unstructured 
nature of the arguments reported, the identical focus in alternative sources, and ± most 
significantly ± the restrictive presence of the king. -DPHV¶ UROH LQ WKH debate is a 
complex one: ostensibly that of moderator, but with far greater influence than the title 
would traditionally impart.50 More than any similar occasion, Hampton Court throws 
the difference between academic and public disputation into sharp relief: the 
moderator is considering policy, not judging performance. In the universities, the 
disputants naturally occupied the spotlight, but here the situation and import of the 
monarchy ± combined with -DPHV¶ intellectual forwardness ± placed the king centre 
stage. His forthright opinions made him a disputant (and, as Barlow would have it, a 
de facto respondent) on numerous occasions.51 This, if it can be termed a disputation, 
was a disputation subjugated by the moderator ± his conclusions were often his own, 
and always definitive. As well as directing the course of debate, James gave lengthy 
speeches, dismissed arguments wholesale, and at one point showed and interpreted a 
place in Ecclesiasticus to address the question of the apocrypha.52 As the second day 
progressed, Barlow notes that the king answered WKHSXULWDQV¶ final points himself.53 
Ironically, this image of his involvement only adds to that of Hampton Court as an 
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examination, rather than a full debate.54 Particularly suggestive in this regard is -DPHV¶
dismissal of three topics ± private baptism, lay censure of the clergy and the provision 
of an educated ministry ± because he µKDG WDNHQ RUGHU IRU [them] with the Bishops 
DOUHDG\¶55  
 The close of the second day has been much pored over, and says less about the 
event itself than about WKH NLQJ¶V opinions ± of church government, the supremacy, 
and the dangers of further reformation.56 His final speech, prompted E\5DLQROGV¶call 
for broader ministerial administration (including the reinstatement of prophesyings), 
concluded ± as Barlow has it ± with the reiteration of µ1R %LVKRS QR .LQJ¶ D
statement made earlier that day.57 James then asked if the puritans had any more to 
object. They answered in the negative, and he appointed the following Wednesday for 
a final meeting.58 This last day was intended µIRU WKH H[KLELWLQJ RI >WKH ELVKRSV¶@
GHWHUPLQDWLRQV¶ LQSRLQWVGLVFXVVHG on the 14th, and was, by all accounts, a time for 
administrative conclusions, rather than debate.59 Harleian 828 notes that the bishops 
spent two hours with the king before the puritans were called in, and that the day 
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began with a statement in favour of Episcopal government.60 On the puritans¶ arrival, 
WKHUH ZDV µD OLWWOH GLVSXWLQJ¶ ± %DUORZ¶V ZRUGV ± on the language of the marriage 
service, but this was ended by James with a µpithie exhortation to both sides for 
XQLW\¶61 Chaderton and Knewstub urged points on the use of the surplice and cross in 
baptism ± one asking forbearance for ministers in Lancashire, the other for Suffolk ± 
but these were not disputed so much as dealt with.62 The conference was then closed 
by Bancroft, with a prayer thanking God for the king.63 
 The most immediate censure of Hampton Court, +HQU\-DFRE¶VChristian and 
Modest Offer of 1606, seized upon the SXULWDQV¶shortcomings ± their official selection 
and moderate views ± and this is echoed in historical accounts. Collinson argues that 
WKH\ µZHUH QRW LQ DQ\ SURSHU VHQVH GHOHJDWHV¶ building biographically on Jacob¶V 
statement that they: µwere nRWRI>WKHSXULWDQPLQLVWHUV¶@FKRVLQJQRUQRPLQDWLRQQRU
of their judgment in the matters then and now in question¶.64 Less, however, has been 
said about their performance. In some cases, this is because there is little to say: the 
µAnonymous Account¶, as Collinson observes, states WKDW 6SDUNH µVSDNH YHULH
VSDULQJO\¶ZKLOH&KDGHUWRQZDVµPXWHDVDQ\)\VKH¶; and this is echoed elsewhere.65 
But in comparing Hampton Court to other instances of religious disputation, its most 
striking feature is the unprepossessing performance of Rainolds, whose encounter with 
Hart was held up as an example well into the seventeenth century.66 Certainly, it is 
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KDUGWRUHFRQFLOHWKH+DUWDFFRXQWZLWK-DPHV¶GHSLFWLRQRI the puritans, or the final 
sentence of the µAnonymous Account¶.67 Their startling contrast is an indication of 
how far the authorship of written accounts ± not to mention the circumstances 
surrounding a debate ± could affect a disputant¶V reported showing. In no report of 
Hampton Court is there any indication of those attributes Rainolds had displayed with 
Hart. His objections are functional, and devoid of humour, form, and comprehensive 
evidence. There are, of course, several potential reasons for this ± Rainolds was no 
longer a young man, and was disputing, for the most part, with his king ± but the most 
immediate, relating to source and circumstance, are at the heart of this HYHQW¶V
placement in the wider history of public religious disputation. 
 Firstly, all surviving reports are subject to cause and consequence. They are 
QHLWKHU HGXFDWLRQDO GLVSOD\V QRU WRROV IRU FRQYHUVLRQ DV 5DLQROGV¶ Summe of the 
Conference had been, but rather instruments of political persuasion, written to uphold 
church doctrine, or to claim the king for puritan positions. Their lack of procedural 
concern is a reflection of this, and the performances of individual divines naturally 
suffer as a result. This leads, secondly, to the purpose of the conference itself. In 
religious debate in this period, a broad spectrum can be observed between the 
maintenance of national doctrine and the expression of theological controversies, and 
Hampton Court sits closer to the former. In addition to -DPHV¶ immediate 
requirements, the history of rulers establishing doctrine placed an emphasis on this 
aspect of the debate which, combined with -DPHV¶perceived receptiveness, produced 
a guarded event and a highly politicised aftermath. By %DUORZ¶V DFFRXQW, James 
himself prevented the debate from straying into full, controversial disputation, or ± 
worse ± an intellectual free-for-all. The conference was not intended WRµHVWDEOLVK the 
WUXWKRIUHOLJLRQ¶ ± the king knew disputation well enough to be aware of its pitfalls, 
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and held the discussion WR µSURILWDEOH¶ questions and approaches. Thus, &ROOLQVRQ¶V
placement of Hampton Court within a political, rather than academic, tradition is 
understated by comparison to similar occasions, and it is unsurprising that the one 
academic reference he picks up on ± -DPHV¶ GHSLFWLRQ RI WKH puritans¶ restricted 
abilities ± appears in private correspondence, rather than a printed account. Hampton 
Court, particularly in the figure of the king, shows growing enthusiasm for religious 
disputation, but this is tempered by a lingering mistrust of its scope and potential. 
 
Protestant Demands and Godly Debate 
Hampton Court was a product of its surroundings, and did not set the tone for all 
Jacobean public religious disputation. It does, however, mark a falling off of full, 
printed accounts. In terms of debate with puritan dissenters, this can partly be 
explained through the event itself: Hampton Court and its aftermath engaged some 
moderates ± though Rainolds was never fully convinced ± and, to an extent, deflected 
radical intentions. Moreover, it was intended to be a definitive settlement. Following 
-DPHV¶GHWHUPLQDWLRQs, outright dissent was treated as an act of defiance.68 Accounts 
on the bishops¶ VLGH SDLQW WKH puritanV¶ arguments as underwhelming, this 
undermining further challenges to dispute.69 This goes some way toward explaining 
their depiction of the puritan representatives, and demonstrates that the authorities, 
centred on the king, felt little need to engage calls for reform in such a way again 
(indeed, with radical elements, they had seen no such need in the first place). Disputes 
at all levels naturally continued, but no further engagement on the scale of Hampton 
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Court took place, and few accounts of disputation on this front survive for the 
remainder of the reign.70  
This is not, however, to suggest that disputation with puritans ceased. Within 
the year, -DPHV¶ intellectual appetite manifested again, on a hunting trip through the 
east of the country ± a region B. W. Quintrell describes as having µas good a claim as 
any to be regarded as WKH KHDUW RI SXULWDQ (QJODQG¶71 After Hampton Court, the 
attention of reformers was directed more than ever to the king, but Quintrell has 
characterised -DPHV¶ activity on the hunt, which began in November 1604, as 
constructing a mode of conformity sharper than that pursued by the Council and 
Bancroft, WhitJLIW¶V VXFFHVVRU DW &DQWHUEXU\.72 Whilst in the country, he was 
nonetheless presented with petitions urging reform and protesting the deadline for 
conformity laid out after the conference, and one such encounter resulted in a debate. 
On December 1st, James was visited by a large group of ministers (including Arthur 
Hildersham, who had been involved in the Millenary Petition and notably passed over 
for Hampton Court), bearing a SHWLWLRQ DQG µERRN RI UHDVRQV¶ outlining their 
complaints.73 Overcome, as Quintrell SXWV LW E\ µWKH IDVFLQDWLRQ RI WKHRORJLFDO
GLVSXWDWLRQ¶James spent the morning in conference with them, finally asking them to 
write down their demands and referring them to the Dean of the Chapel Royal, James 
Montagu, and Bishop Chaderton of Lincoln for further discussion. The debate they 
required of Chaderton, however, never took place ± the ministers claimed that the 
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bishop refused a public, formal disputation recorded by notaries.74 7KHNLQJ¶VDWWLWXGH
meanwhile, hardened as his trip continued.75 
 The most revealing work after Hampton Court is Henry -DFRE¶VChristian and 
Modest Offer; which directly appealed to -DPHV¶intellectualism. Its dedicatory epistle 
repeats the call of the Millenary Petition for controversies to be settled by a 
conference, with the reminder: µYour Majestie professed before you came to the 
Crowne, that you did equally love and honor the learned and grave men of either... 
opinions¶.76 Most remarkably, Jacob calls for a full, formal disputation, echoing the 
ministers¶FRPSODLQW against Chaderton (itself a reaction to Hampton Court). His Offer 
requires free choice of representatives, equal time in the roles, logic-form, and 
protection in the aftermath.77 7KH IDFW WKDW -DFRE¶V proposal was not taken up 
underlines the DXWKRULWLHV¶ reluctance to engage in a formal, public disputation with 
puritan representatives, but appetites for such debate had clearly not been dulled. 
Despite its failure, the Christian and Modest Offer further suggests that disputation 
retained ± and might even have gained ± some polemical force in the aftermath of 
Hampton Court.78 
Once again, university debates maintained the presence of disputation in the 
minds of educated divines. James attended several on visitations, including an Oxford 
debate of 1605, for which Richard Field was called.79 The king was reportedly 
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attentive, often interjecting: µWKH ORQJHU KH WDUULHG WKH PRUH KH ZRXOG LQWHUSRVH KLV
Speeches... Sometimes he would distinguish or determine of a doubt, and sometimes 
LQIRUFH DQ DUJXPHQW¶80 However, John Chamberlain observed that he µZDV VR
continually interrupted with applauding, that he could not express himself so well as 
KHZLVK¶G\HWKHIRXQG7DVWHLQWKDW'LVWDVWHDQGZDVQHYHUDZKLWRIIHQGHG¶81 Even 
here, in controversy more formal than serious, JamHV¶SDUWLFLSDWLRQZDVKLQGHUHG E\
his royal authority. His enthusiasm in academic or (as with Hildersham) unexpected 
encounters can be explained, in part, through political restraints. Jenny Wormald 
suggests that in England the king had few opportunities to engage in such discourse, 
citing differences in the style of governance from that James had experienced in 
6FRWODQGµGHEDWH¶VKHDVVHUWVµEHFDPHWKHVHWVSHHFK¶82 
 
Fully recorded instances of debate between Protestant divines in this period are few 
and far between, and do not always reflect struggles over subscription. In 1608, 
authorities at Oxford employed forms of debate to examine the chaplain Humphrey 
Leech, who had given sermons challenging Calvinist ideas of merit and salvation.83 
After one, he was confronted by the pro-vice-chancellor Leonard Hutton in a nearby 
µFRP>P@RQ NLWFKLQ¶: tKH µFXOLQDULDQ 'RFWRXU¶ ± as Leech terms him ± accused the 
chaplain RIWU\LQJWRµLQIHFW¶WKHXQLYHUVLW\ZLWK&DWKROLFLVPZKLOHLeech maintained 
that his terms were drawn from µOrthodox Antiquity.¶84 Leech cited the authority of 
the Fathers ± Gregory and Paul ± and that of continuity. Hutton queried one 
distinction, and at the close asked that the place in Gregory be copied out and given to 
him, but this was as far as any similarity to disputation ZHQW%\/HHFK¶VDFFRXQWWKH
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discussion was wholly LPSURPSWX DQG +XWWRQ¶V WKUHDW WR VHQG KLP EHIRUH Thomas 
Ravis¶ (FFOHVLDVWLFDO &RPPLVVLRQ PHDQW WKDW WKH VSHFWUH RI DXWKRULW\ KXQJ RYHU WKH
entire proceeding.85 Leech was later censured by Sebastian Benefield, a Calvinist 
divine and student of theology, whom he then engaged directly, but his account here 
reflects common linguistic blurring ± its µSULYDWH FRQIHUH>Q@FH¶ denoting simple 
conversation.86 
 7KHFKDSODLQ¶V greatest trials followed his final sermon on the 27th of June.87 
Hutton, Benefield and the Hebraist Richard Kilbye confronted him DW +XWWRQ¶V
lodging, where Leech repeated much of his former defence. He expressed his 
obedience to God above any man, and was asked for a copy of his sermon before 
being, as he puts it, µdismissed¶.88 Following this, he turned to John King, vice-
chancellor and Dean of Christ Church, hoping to pre-empt false accusations, and the 
ensuing argument was again closer to reprimand than debate. Leech was accused of 
µSOD\LQJ¶ZLWK&DWKROLFLVP, and hounded from .LQJ¶VURRP; but again he argued that 
he only followed µWKHVDFUHG6FULSWXUHLQWHUSUHWHGE\WKHDQFLHQW&KXUFK¶89 
 The final action against Leech was a formal examination. He was summoned 
before a panel of divines, including King, Hutton and Benefield, to answer for his 
sermons.90 King opened proceedings by accusing him of Popery and of damaging the 
XQLYHUVLW\¶VUHSXWDWLRQ/HHFK expanded upon his former defence, stating that he was 
supported by others at Oxford, and spoke only what he knew to be true.91 In this 
aspect ± exemplified by John Aglionby¶V query as to who those others were ± the 
exchange appears wholly interrogatory, but when Leech produced authorities, it took 
on a disputatious tone. Aglionby criticised him IRUFLWLQJ*UHHNWH[WVZKHQKHKDGµEXW 
VOHQGHU VNLOO¶ LQ WKH ODQJXDJH ± a criticism Leech turned away with the use of 
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translations, his own limited ability, and a number of Latin works.92 TKH FKDSODLQ¶V
account further claims that he issued a direct challenge to the vice-chancellor: µI 
desired him to deale punctually, that is to say, first to admitt a triall by the Fathers, or 
to deny it... if he admitted this trial, then either to disproove my authorities, or to 
approove my doctrine.¶93 At this, King and the panel diverted the question to other 
reformed churches, and then the grounds of faith, where Leech offered a typically 
Catholic point on the interpretation of scripture.94 At this, the meeting fell back into 
examination: one of the panel raised the µLPSHUWLQH>Q@W	EORXG\TXHVWLRQ¶RI/HHFK¶V
opinion of the royal supremacy. Realising that no disputation could take place, Leech 
made two demands: due process, and the subscription of each side to their positions, 
both of which were denied.95 King suspended Leech from his position and forbade 
him from preaching. After some attempt to pursue his case with higher authorities, the 
chaplain left England and converted to Catholicism.96 
 Two things are worth noting in the case of Humphrey Leech: first, the 
willingness of his accusers to stray briefly into religious debateDQGVHFRQG/HHFK¶V
urging of due process. Though the disputation form was not adhered to ± at least, by 
/HHFK¶Vaccount ± its influence can be detected, particularly in his challenge to King. 
Though he occupied a contrary position on the Protestant spectrum to Hildersham and 
Jacob, Leech echoes these divines in calling for an equitable, fully subscribed debate. 
Reports of public disputation might have receded, but these demands again show that 
religious controversy ± connected, as it so often was, with the universities ± had not 
lost touch with the practice. Nor, indeed, had its forms been exorcised from 
interrogatory proceedings. 
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Disputes between individual divines also gave rise to direct encounters. In 1611, the 
London minister George Walker initiated a lengthy exchange with the more 
experienced clergyman Anthony Wotton, on the subject of justification.97 Their 
dispute has been examined in detail by Peter Lake, but its face-to-face elements ± and 
:DONHU¶V preferences therein ± are worth revisiting.98 Claiming to have identified a 
Socinian note LQ :RWWRQ¶V writings, Walker appealed for a conference directly and 
through the godly figurehead Alexander Richardson, but neither approach was 
accepted.99 :DONHU¶V account includes a letter of 1614, reminding Wotton of their 
dispute, which describes his desire µWRUHDVRQDQGGLVSXWHWKHTXHVWLRQLQDNLQGHDQG
IULHQGO\PDQQHU¶, and the scorn with which Wotton turned him away.100 
 As the controversy progressed, this theme ± the avoidance of debate ± would 
become D FRUQHUVWRQH RI :DONHU¶V SRVLWLRQ, soon expressed in terms of formal 
disputation. A meeting between the two divines was eventually arranged by several of 
:RWWRQ¶V IULHQGV after Walker SUHDFKHG WZR VHUPRQV RQ MXVWLILFDWLRQ µIRU WKH
VDWLVIDFWLRQ RI VRPH ZKR ZHUH ZDYHULQJ DQG GRXEWLQJ¶ which described :RWWRQ¶V
position DV µ6RFLQLDQ KHUHVLH¶101 :DONHU¶V account of this meeting accuses his 
adversary of numerous evasions, but more importantly, it highlights his refusal to deal 
µLQ VWULFW IRUPH RI GLVSXWDWLRQ¶ ± a complaint Walker would repeat in anti-Catholic 
encounters.102 In urging disputation, Walker ± then a recent graduate of St -RKQ¶V
Cambridge ± adopted the form¶s procedural weight for his image of a challenge 
unanswered, but he also presents it as a theological necessity: his letter, as printed, 
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reminds Wotton, µDid not I beseech you with teares to be silent in these points, till you 
had... thoroughly disputed them with others?¶103 In the aftermath, Walker states that 
:RWWRQ¶V µGLVFLSOHV¶ VSUHDG reports claiming µWKDW , ZLWK WHDUHV DFNQRZOHGJHG PLQH
HUURXU DQG YRZHG WR OLYH DQG G\H LQ \RXU RSLQLRQ¶104 These, with the continuing 
perceived evasions of his adversary, led him to issue another challenge, this time to a 
hearing before eight fellow clergymen.105  
In examining this and other controversies, Lake identifies a curious approach 
amongst the London godly, that adds texture to their use of face-to-face debate, and 
might explain the relative absence of recorded, formal disputation. In the handling of 
these instances, he finds µJRGO\ RSLQLRQ VHHNLQJ WR PDLQWDLQ unity, order and 
consensus... by constructing room for disagreement and dispute¶ ± in other words, 
avoiding harmful rhetoric and controversy by defining clear boundaries of orthodoxy, 
in which µGLVSXWDEOH¶SRLQWVcould be discussed.106 The hearing arranged to consider 
:DONHU¶V feud with Wotton, he suggests, had the goal of µVLOHQFH RU IDLOLQJ WKDW DW
least tact... and a tacit agreement to live and lHW OLYH¶ ± a goal stated in subsequent 
works.107 Moreover, Lake notes the role of church authorities in maintaining this 
approach: King, for instance, passed on direct arbitration of the Walker dispute, and 
such entanglements were restrained by Episcopal chaplains ± including Daniel Featley 
± through the licensing of accounts.108 Theoretically, this would allow for more 
productive debates, a middle way, of sorts, between polarising polemic and the ideal 
of Christian conference, but it did not require formal disputation, or the production of 
innumerable competing reports. Those advocating moderation had a clear concept of 
beneficial argument: Lake suggests that Thomas Gataker, one of those presiding over 
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the hearing and :RWWRQ¶VSRVWKXPRXVDGYRFDWHpreferred µSULYDWHFRQYHUVDWLRQVRU... 
PDQXVFULSWGLVFXVVLRQVEHWZHHQPHQRI OHDUQLQJDQGJRRGZLOO¶, this excluding both 
public disputation and printed accounts thereof.109 
Walker¶VDWWLWXGHillustrates the boundary between this ideal and the wrangling 
and aggression that could develop in disputation: it is worth noting that with Wotton 
he never got the format he required.110 Lake states that *DWDNHU¶Vfrustration with the 
younger minister stemmed from his immodest approach: Walker was factious and 
difficult; his stark labelling and selective arguments a stumbling-block for real 
debate.111 But in addition, he was a close adherent of formal, scholastic disputation, 
and this could be viewed as equally damaging.112 Indeed, Lake ties the polemical 
µSDQGRUD¶V ER[¶ he represented to logic form: µThe point at which amicable 
disagreement... became open conflict, arrived when that process of assimilation and 
name calling, and the systematic syllogistic terrorism that went with it, was loosed by 
one side upon the other.¶113 Although Gataker and those like him do not represent a 
godly consensus on such discourse, their concerns reflect growing objections to 
disputation; indeed, they demonstrate their direct application in religious 
controversy.114 
The question here, of course, is whether these academic forms could be 
detached from :DONHU¶V style. Despite the growing reaction against scholasticism, 
many still believed that its structures retained some useful application. Most 
illuminating here is /DNH¶Videntification of Featley as a facilitator of contained godly 
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conference, drawing on his licensing work as chaplain to George Abbot from 1617.115 
Though he maintained the rhetoric of distance from aggressive disputation, in anti-
Catholic encounters Featley was to become a greater adherent of the practice than 
Walker himself. For some divines, then, the question was one of how, and under what 
conditions, disputation should be applied.116 Thus, perceptions of the form were 
contingent upon circumstance: Hildersham and Jacob saw it as a means of bringing 
corrupt authorities to a balanced table (and this, no doubt, was how young Walker saw 
his adversary), but it could also be regarded as a sharp, unhelpful way of settling 
disputes.117 
 
Conference and Disputation with Catholics 
On the Catholic side, the continuing gap in full disputation accounts ± a trend evident 
EHIRUH-DPHV¶DFFHVVLRQ± is harder to explain. Public religious disputation does not, at 
first glance, seem to have played a substantial role in early Jacobean anti-Catholicism, 
certainly in terms of its printed aftermath, and neither did disputes between Catholics 
result in such works. The political conditions do not seem favourable to their 
production: Fincham and Lake describe aQ µDPELJXRXV¶ attitude and policy of 
tolerance on -DPHV¶part, noting the presence of crypto-Catholics at court, but further 
observe that this had little direct impact on Catholic fortunes. The pursuit of recusancy 
continued, urged by Parliament and fuelled, periodically, by -DPHV¶fears.118 As with 
puritan dissent, the king distinguished between those who might be drawn to 
conformity and those who posed a threat, but here the latter group included those most 
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likely to be involved in fully recorded disputation: priests and converts.119 The Oath of 
Allegiance introduced after the Gunpowder Plot might, in its rhetoric, be interpreted 
as an equivalent to the drive for puritan conformity, but it left far less room for debate; 
serving to isolate, restrict and, as Questier suggests, divide those most likely to have 
set their debates in writing.120  
-DPHV¶ DSSURDFK WR 5RPH, which included periodic calls for unity, further 
separated core tenets from points open to dispute; underplaying religious differences 
in favour of his political concerns.121 His complex foreign and domestic balancing act 
often outpaced the vigorous anti-Catholicism espoused by staunch Calvinist divines 
(who most often favoured ± and reported ± public disputation), and despite his 
µDFDGHPLF¶enthusiasm for anti-popery, the focus of such efforts became increasingly 
contingent on changes in policy and personnel.122 In the opening decade of the reign, 
the returned convert and controversialist Thomas Bell responded to Jesuit challenges 
by imploring the king WRDOORZµOLFHQVHDQGVDIHFRQGXFWIRUDQ\(QJOLVK-HVXLWHRU
JHVXLWHG 3DSLVW LQ WKH ZKROH ZRUOGH WKDW VKDOO KDYH FRXUDJH WR DSSHDU¶ IRU a public 
disputation; but this was out of step with royal policy.123 Moreover, polemicists 
themselves could adopt WKH NLQJ¶V LUHQLFLVP, to appeal to recusants and defend the 
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unique doctrinal position of the English Church against Catholic advances ± an 
approach that, as with godly debate, did not lend itself to aggressive, formal 
disputing.124  
Conference to reclaim wavering individuals and recusants was still required of 
divines (a requirement formalised in canon 66 of 1604), but this did not encourage the 
production of debate accounts any more than it had under Elizabeth.125 In many such 
cases, µcRQIHUHQFH¶PXVW EHGLVWLQJXLVKHGIURPµGLVSXWDWLRQ¶: the form was not usually 
applied. But these events do help to contextualise public religious disputation. The 
example of Francis Walsingham, a deacon who fell into doubt on reading Robert 
3HUVRQV¶ Defence of the Censure, is particularly illuminating. Trying, by his own 
account, to deliver a copy of the work to James in 1604, he encountered a variety of 
reactions, from a challenge to dispute from a member of the crowd (µZKRVHHPHGWR
EHD3XULWDQ¶) to conferences with Bancroft.126 The attribution of methods here is itself 
revealing, the puritan urging formal debate, but %DQFURIW¶V manner of proceeding is 
equally remarkable. Though Walsingham, writing as a Jesuit, remained doubtful about 
the methods used, he describes an intensive process: he was summoned several times, 
dealt with through direct argument, and referred to a range of Protestant divines.127 At 
their final encounter, Bancroft told him: µ,W LVJRRG\RXFRQIHUUHGZLWKVRPHWKDWEH
OHDUQHG¶.128 
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A similar range of conferences is related in the conversion account of Tobie 
Matthew, son of Archbishop Matthew of York. Drawn to Catholicism in Europe in the 
1600s, partly through the efforts of Persons (and, in an echo of Alabaster, William 
5DLQROGV¶Refutation of Sundry Reprehensions), Matthew was examined by Bancroft 
on his return, having attended him unbidden, WRRIIVHW DQ\ µRIIHQFH¶ KLV FRQYHUVLRQ
might cause.129 The archbishop urged a conference, directly and through others, but 
Matthew resisted.130 Again, the process was comprehensive, but WKH FRQYHUW¶V
determination made Bancroft increasingly angry. The Oath of Allegiance was 
tendered at two final meetings ± as Matthew has it, by the order of the king ± and on 
refusing it, as dangerous and beyond his ability, Matthew was sent to the Fleet.131 
There, he was engaged by Morton, later Bishop of Durham, and others; none of whom 
had any impact.132 Like Alabaster, Matthew was finally sent to confer with Lancelot 
Andrewes, now Bishop of Chichester, who offered typically moderate points on Rome 
and Protestant visibility.133 Though he entered into debate on the church and the 
invocation of saints, he UHPDLQHG GXELRXV PDLQWDLQLQJ µWKDW P\ VRXO PXVW QRW UHO\
upon the speech of any man, for being uttered by one who had more learning than 
myself; for so I should believe one thing to-day, and another thing to-PRUURZ¶. 
Certainty, for Matthew, lay in the Catholic Church.134 
Though his efforts to involve the king made Walsingham something of a 
special case, DQG 0DWWKHZ¶V FRQQHFWLRQV KDG D VLPLODU HIIHFW WKHLU conversion 
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narratives add detail to WKHSHULRG¶VGLVFXUVLYHFOLPDWH a reminder that where formal, 
public disputation occurred, it did so against a continuous backdrop of unstructured, 
private conference.135 In many respects, public religious disputation was but the most 
dramatic aspect ± driven by polemic of the type favoured by Walker, and by the 
unwavering positions of the participants. As Alabaster had, Walsingham describes an 
eagerness to dispute, but he presents it as a search for truth, rather than its active 
defence.136 Similarly, Bancroft was prepared to indulge him, to an extent, but he was 
treated as WKHGLVFXVVLRQ¶Vobject, rather than a disputant.137 Matthew further reports 
this argument from the archbishopµ,GLG... owe an equal and indifferent consideration 
of all that which could be said on both sides¶.138 In their own views, and those of their 
examiners, Walsingham and Matthew again describe a spectrum of religious debate, 
structurally and tonally contingent on those involved. Such disputes were not always 
conducted in public or with a polemicLVW¶V drive; nor did they all resemble formal 
disputation.139   
Thus, while the opening decades of the reign seem to present an ideal 
environment for cross-confessional debate, this did not precipitate an increase in 
disputation accounts: indeed, measures and approaches on all sides could well have 
stalled their production. The SHULRG¶V SHUVLVWHQW Dnti-Catholicism and multitude of 
controversies did not, by the surviving evidence, translate into formal, public debate: 
Questier states that the laws on conformity, for example, µFUHDWHG D forum¶ IRU
discussion; but this was not, as far as the evidence can show, played out through 
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disputation.140 Similarly, the founding of Chelsea College in 1610 points toward an 
increase in anti-Catholic discourse, but it was directed towards written polemic, 
influenced by ideas of tactical moderation, and ultimately overshadowed by Oxford 
and Cambridge.141 
 
It should be emphasised, however, that direct anti-Catholic debate was but one 
manifestation of the disputation commonplace; and further, that a lack of full, 
surviving accounts does not signify a total absence of the practice. As in the later 
portion RI (OL]DEHWK¶V UHLJQ debate with imprisoned priests continued unreported: 
after the Gunpowder Plot, John Overall (then DHDQRI6W3DXO¶VTXHVWLRQHGWKH-HVXLW 
Henry Garnet on his objections to the English Church; and in the 1620s, as printed 
accounts again began to circulate, Walker and Percy made reference to an earlier 
encounter that was never written up.142 Through the 1610s, cross-confessional debate 
continued on the continent, fuelled and reported by Englishmen travelling abroad.143 
In the spring of 1610, the assassination of Henry IV of France confirmed some of 
James¶ IHDUV but within a month, Featley had arrived in Paris, as chaplain to the 
English ambassador, Thomas Edmondes.144 A firm Calvinist and keen disputant, 
Featley had preached at 5DLQROGV¶funeral in 1607, and had been recommended to the 
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ambassador by King at Oxford. In Paris, he was drawn into formal, public disputation 
with several Catholic representatives.145 
)HDWOH\¶Voutline of these events, printed in 1638, notes the presence of many 
English priests in the city, µwho not onely set upon our English Gentlemen that 
travelled into those parts, and fixed some of them in the wrong, who before were 
unsettled in the right: but put the Embassadours Chaplaines also oftentimes to some 
trouble.¶146 For a while, he refused to meet with them, citing his lack of experience 
and mistrust of Catholic accounts.147 But he was soon µGUDZQHLQWRWKHOLVWV¶ZLWKthe 
priest Christopher Bagshaw, who had been a Cambridge student and an Oxford 
fellow, and whose account of WKH µ:LVEHFK VWLUV¶ is noted above.148 Few details of 
their first debate are given, save that it was occasioned by a Scottish Catholic named 
Alexander ± who, by FeDWOH\¶V DFFRXQW later turned away from Catholicism. Of the 
disputation LWVHOI KHOGDIWHUGLQQHUDW$OH[DQGHU¶VKRXVH)HDWOH\VD\VRQO\ WKLV µAt 
the last service, M. Alexander blew the coale, and D. Bagshaw presently tooke fire: 
and immediately after dinner we fell to it with great vehemency for many houres.¶149 
 )HDWOH\¶V second Paris disputation was a longer affair, occasioned by a 
gentlewoman drawn to Catholicism by poverty and Catholic benefactors. Featley 
indicates that it was this situation that led her to call for a debate, µWKDWVKHPLJKWQRW
EHWKRXJKWWREHGUDZQHWRWKHPIRUWHPSRUDOOUHVSHFWV¶, and although this is intended 
to stress Catholic enticements, it proves that disputation was a credible engine of 
conversion; at least, by custom and perception.150 The priest appointed was one Dr 
Stevens, and he and the gentlewoman approached Featley several times for the other 
part. Featley resisted, questioning WKHJHQWOHZRPDQ¶Vmotives, but he finally agreed in 
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response to a direct challenge.151 The disputation took place in the chamber of one µ0
3RULH¶± most likely the writer and parliament man John Pory, given his involvement 
in a subsequent encounter.152 Again, few details are provided, although here Featley 
notes KLVDGYHUVDU\¶VSHUIRUPDQFH he recalls an µHORTXHQW¶orationµLPEURLGHUHGZLWK
DOOYDULHW\RIOHDUQLQJ¶EXWstates that in the heat of syllogistic argument Stevens µORVW
KLPVHOIHEHLQJGHULGHGE\VRPHDQGSLWWLHGE\RWKHUVLQUHJDUGRIKLVJUHDWDJH¶153 
 This debate extended into a second encounter, in which Bagshaw was 
substituted for the faltering Stevens.154 )HDWOH\¶V Transubstantiation Exploded 
includes a full account of the exchange, further detailing its arrangements and 
audience.155 The occasion is described as µIDUUHPRUHVROHPQH¶, and was attended by 
µWKH/&OLIIRUG6LU(GZDUG6XPPHUVHWDQGGLYHUVRWKHUSHUVRQVRIJUHDWTXDOLW\ERWK
(QJOLVKDQG)UHQFK¶156 The topic concerned transubstantiation, as defined by Trent ± 
a doctrine whose answer was increasingly contested among Protestant divines, but on 
which Featley remained steadfast throughout his career.157 The disputation is 
described as following the academic form: though Featley opposes for much of it, 
Bagshaw is asked to assume this role towards the end, the chaplain once reminding 
him, µ7KH EXUWKHQ RI SURRYLQJ OLHWK QRZ XSRQ \RX 0 'RFWRU¶158 At one point, 
Featley is criticised for launching into a lengthy oration, and there are several 
accusations of faulty logic.159 Though )HDWOH\¶V DFFRXQW, printed more than three 
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decades after the fact, is perhaps a greater testament to his own loyalty to the form 
than a certain placement of it in Paris in the 1610s, the GLVSXWDQWV¶shared educational 
background ± along with multiple accounts of a later debate ± makes it likely that 
formal disputation was used. 
 The audience appear to have exerted some influence on proceedings; at once 
an echo of Elizabethan examinations and a foreshadowing of developments in public 
religious debate in England. Occasionally, Featley cites their benefit and worth: his 
opening speech describes his purpose ± DQG %DJVKDZ¶V ± as µWR JLYH VDWLVIDFWLon to 
WKLV+RQRXUDEOH$VVHPEO\¶ and he further responds to a criticism with the words: µI 
should easily returne the like speeches upon you, but I feare to abuse the patience of 
this Honourable Assembly, through our impatience.¶160 More remarkable is the point 
at which the disputants switch roles; Featley being µFDOOHG RII IURP IXUWKHU
REMHFWLQJ¶161 The origin of the command is not specified, but if it came from the 
auditory ± a possibility, given certain individuals¶education and status ± it shows a 
suggestive level of involvement. At previous, English disputations, such intervention 
had only come from those with immediate authority and a vested interest in the 
exchange. 
 The outcome, as Featley reports it, was to separate the English gentlewoman 
from her benefactors. In Transubstantiation Exploded, he states that following this 
encounter, he heard that she had been imprisoned for debt, and upon visiting her found 
KHUµFRQVWDQW¶LQreformed doctrine. For the purposes of this study, a more significant 
outcome was that an account of the second debate, drawn up by the notaries Arscot 
and Ashley, was sent across the Channel. Its intended recipient was George Abbot, 
recently translated to Canterbury ± a strong advocate of anti-Catholic debate, and 
)HDWOH\¶VVXEVHTXHQWHPSOR\HU.162 
                                                             
160
 Ibid., pp. 231, 247, 261-2. 
161





 In September 1612, Featley disputed against the priest Richard Smith, later 
Bishop of Chalcedon.163 Again, the occasion centred on a doubting individual, though 
Featley indicates that the encounter came DW6PLWK¶VXUJLQJ µfor reasons best knowne 
to your selfe, you dealt with M. John Fourd by M. Knevet his halfe brother to draw us 
together to a friendly conference¶.164 The Catholic account describes Knevet DVµSXWLQ
minde WKDW KH ZDV PLVWDNHQ LQ WKH PDWWHU RI 5HOLJLRQ¶, but Questier, whose work 
locates Ford and members of the Knevet family within a specific English Catholic 
community, supports )HDWOH\¶V LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ165 He describes the debate as an 
µLQDXJXUDOGLVSOD\¶ IRr Smith¶V college at Arras: a demonstration that secular priests 
were as practiced and eager for disputation as the Society of Jesus.166 In 4XHVWLHU¶V
estimation, therefore, disputation with Protestant divines had remained a Catholic 
priority, although its central impetus came, as it had for Cardinal Allen, from the 
efforts of Protestant polemicists.167  
 The disputation ± whose subject was the µreal presence¶ of Christ in the 
sacrament ± took place on the 4th of September, the Catholic report stating that Smith 
was given only RQHGD\¶VQRWLFH168 A sizeable audience was present, including Ford 
and Knevet, the playwright Ben Jonson (recently returned to the English Church), the 
Catholic polemicist and poet Henry Constable and the priest Thomas Rant. Pory 
arrived with Featley, and appears to have served as his notary, and with Smith came 
an acquaintance or relation named Rainer.169 In addition, several others, English and 
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French, were present.170 The Catholic account blames )HDWOH\¶s arrogance for the size 
of the gathering (µ0 )HDWO\ SUHVXPLQJ WKH YLFWRU\ KDG PDGH WKH PDWWHU NQRZQH¶), 
against which Featley can only state that a condition of privacy was never imposed.171 
In the Protestant account, written by Pory, there is little mention of the audience 
during the debate itself ± the arguments are its primary concern.172 Only towards the 
end does Pory note an interjection from an unnamed priest, who observes: µ7KLVZDVD
WUXHILJKWQRWD6RUERQLFDOOIORXULVKLQJ¶7KHDFFXUDF\RIWKLV instance must remain in 
doubt ± it has a distinct flavour of educational polemic.173 But the Catholic account, 
answering that of Pory and Featley, also forgets the audience, indicating a scholarly 
contest between the two divines. 
Academic disputation is referenced heavily in both accounts. Three conditions 
were proposed, each a common request in such debate: calm and peaceable argument, 
DGKHUHQFHWRWKHTXHVWLRQDQGILQDOO\WKDWµ0)HDWO\DWWKLVWLPHVKRXOGRQHO\RSSRVH
DQG'6PLWKRQHO\DQVZHU¶174 A second meeting was suggested, to give equal time in 
the roles, but this would never take place.175 After the opening dispute RQ 6PLWK¶V
lengthy expression of the question, to which Featley would later respond by 
distinguishing academic custom from the conditions agreed, the arguments proceeded 
by syllogism and authority: in many respects a model of formal debate. Given its 
concern with the fundamentals of the process ± a concern, moreover, framed in both 
accounts ± this debate provides further evidence of the continuing influence of formal 
disputation, at the midpoint of the Jacobean drought in English reports. 
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 The outcome of the debate is heavily contested. Featley notes that at its end his 
copy of 6PLWK¶Vanswers was VQDWFKHGDZD\E\µDIULHQG¶RIWKHSULHVWto be replaced 
with edited points in SmitK¶V KDQG176 The Catholic account, meanwhile, reports 
Knevet¶V observation that µ0 )HDWO\ ZDV WR[o] \RQJ IRU 'RFWRXU 6PLWK¶, a claim 
Featley dismisses as flattery.177 The Catholic report further states that Knevet died a 
Catholic, driven from Protestantism by FHDWOH\¶V FRQGXFW again, an assumption that 
disputation could prompt conversion.178 Featley, however, describes this as pure 
falsehood: µname me the Priest who reconciled him, and on his death bed annealed 
him, and after his death buried him with your Romish rites, and bring some good 
SURRIH DQG WHVWLPRQLH KHUHRI¶. HH FLWHV WKH WHVWLPRQ\ RI .QHYHW¶V DFTXDLQWDQFHV in 
support of his own assertion WKDW µKH ZDV FRQVWDQW LQ WKH WUXWK RI KLV 5HOLJLRQ¶179 
There is also disagreement over the fate of the proposed second debate. The Catholic 
account states that Featley avoided it; refusing to meet Smith on the appointed day, 
and asking to continue as opponentEHFDXVH KH µGLGH[FHHGLQJO\ IHDUH WRXQGHUWDNH
WKHSDUWRIGHIHQGDQW¶180 Featley does not wholly counter this inference, but cites his 
other disputations ± in Paris, and later in England ± as evidence that he was not afraid 
to respond.181 
 As Questier demonstrates, this event tells us a great deal about counter-
Reformation attitudes toward disputation, and details connections between English 
Catholic communities at home and abroad. But at a more basic level, when Featley, 
Pory and the other Protestants are included in this picture (DQG)HDWOH\¶Vother debates 
are considered alongside), an image is built up of a cross-confessional English 
community, that could engage in debate with a degree of freedom only later evident in 
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England.182 Accounts of these disputations were ± for reasons of polemical and 
personal timing ± printed long after the event, but are nonetheless indicative of a less 
controlled environment for religious debate.183 In this, they lend credence to the notion 
that the early seventeenth-century gap in anti-Catholic disputation accounts need not 
imply the disappearance of the practice in England, though -DPHV¶ policies and the 
views of individual divines would explain its brief decline. Whether or not 
unrecorded, private or prison disputation was widespread, aOO DVSHFWV RI )HDWOH\¶V
Paris sojourn point to a continued concern for direct, structured debate amongst 
English clergymen, and handwritten reports of his encounters were being carried to 
England in their immediate aftermath.  
These encounters also suggest trends that would emerge in English religious 
debate in the 1620s. Their focus on doubting individuals, and the role of their lay 
audiences, points to a wider application of the practice, whose ingredients were 
already developing at home, but could only manifest where all sides were at relative 
liberty. Milton notes the observation of Thomas More, agent in Rome for the English 
secular clergy, WKDW WKHUH ZDV µJURZLQJ LQWHUHVW LQ UHOLJLRXV LVVXHV DPRQJ OD\
3URWHVWDQWV¶particularly in the field of controversy, and this can certainly be observed 
LQ )HDWOH\¶V 3DULV encounters.184 For this interest to fully reveal itself in disputation 
accounts in England, priests and Jesuits required the freedom to dispute in public, and 
this would be granted, in part, through the later 1610s and early 1620s. In relation to 
this, a note should also be made concerning the renewed production of accounts. The 
new swathe of reported, cross-confessional disputation in the early 1620s reveals 
increasing difficulty, as wider audiences became actively involved, and clerical 
disputants questioned their methods in response. It is interesting here to recall that 
point made by &R[RQWKHGLDORJXHµZKHQHYHUDQ\DJHDGRSWVRQDZLGHVFDOHDIRUP
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to be perceived as problematic.¶185 
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Chapter Six: The Fisher Controversies, 1621-1625 
µI speak not of publick disputations... but of private occasionall conferences, for the 
VDWLVIDFWLRQHVSHFLDOO\RISHUVRQVRITXDOLW\>ZKLFK@FDQQRWVRPHWLPHVEHHDYRLGHG¶1 
 
By the early 1620s, events across Europe had placed James in a difficult position. His 
religious balancing act had survived through much of the 1610s, although his wariness 
of Catholicism and politically active puritan opinion fluctuated in response to 
immediate events, but after 1618, war in Europe left him at the centre of a 
confessional and diplomatic crisis.2 Hoping peacefully to secure the position of his 
son-in-law, Elector Palatine Frederick V, James entered into negotiations for a 
Spanish marriage alliance for his son, but at the same time came under pressure in 
England to intervene, as a champion of European Protestantism. Thus, the tensions of 
the reign were brought to the fore, as -DPHV¶ policies put him at odds with a long-
standing mass of anti-Catholic, anti-Spanish opinion.3 As the negotiations progressed, 
moreover, the treatment of English Catholics became a point of contention: Spain and 
Rome insisted that a guarantee of toleration accompany any treaty.4 Thus, James was 
again caught between petitioning religious groups, each invoking the dangers posed 
by the opposing extreme, and citing some precedent from his own formerly controlled 
position; but he had to accept a measure of toleration for his diplomatic agenda to 
succeed.5  
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 Of course, there was no GHVLUH RQ WKH DXWKRULWLHV¶ SDUW IRU comprehensive 
WROHUDWLRQDQGSROLWLFDOH[SHGLHQF\GLGQRWPHDQDUHYHUVDORI-DPHV¶SRVLWLRQEXWD
degree of tolerance, including the partial liberation of priests, was set in motion.6 
From 1621, Catholics lobbied hard for such measures, aligning themselves with the 
NLQJ¶V foreign efforts in opposition to Protestant and parliamentary resistance, and 
although such calls formed part of intra-Catholic rivalries, the resulting climate did not 
discriminate. As Timothy Wadkins notes, by mid-1622 even the notorious, imprisoned 
Jesuit John Percy was allowed some freedom, under which he could minister to the 
Countess of Buckingham and others at court.7  
For Protestant divines ± particularly forward Calvinists like Walker and 
Featley ± this situation mandated contact and confutation. Lake and Questier note the 
scale of the change to those operating within a perceived anti-Catholic consensus; but 
at another level, the persistent images of polemic and conversion ± of challenges 
unanswered and individuals at risk ± meant that Catholics needed to be engaged more 
than ever.8 Anthony Milton highlights a sermon given by Richard Sheldon DW3DXO¶V
Cross in 1622, which urged aggressive anti-Catholicism because of the climate of 
tolerance.9 Moreover, as will be discussed below, divisions within English 
Protestantism informed anti-Catholic imperatives. For a brief period, then, a limited, 
de facto indulgence of Catholicism cohabited with redoubled anti-Catholic efforts. 
Priests and Jesuits were at greater liberty to dispute, while many Protestants were 
eager to confront them ± at times directed by the king and bishops, often reacting to 
increased proselytising activity, and occasionally spurred on by the apocalyptic 
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context of the war in Europe.10 Along with the growth of lay interest, this allowed 
recorded, formal debate between Catholic and Protestant divines to venture out of 
prisons and into the halls of the nobility and gentry.  
With this relocation, however, disputation could fall into line with other 
developments in controversy, drawing on ideas of counsel to offer a personal 
experience as well as public display. The presence of doubting individuals as a 
catalyst and focus, and the developing role of the audience as contributors and 
moderators, would in turn impact upon the practice itself, exerting pressure on the 
forms and customs observed. 
 
Prelude: Daniel Featley and George Musket 
If surviving accounts of public religious disputation were taken as a definitive 
measure of its use in this period, the activities of John Percy might be interpreted as a 
phenomenal catalyst to WKH IRUP¶V DVFHQGDQF\. Even when it is accepted that the 
practice was more fundamental, and its trends more gradual, than the surviving 
records suggest, the Jesuit must still be seen as a remarkable presence: a participant in 
some of the most significant disputations of the reign. Wadkins, examining several of 
these encounters, has detailed 3HUF\¶Vinfluence, in terms that offer an insight into his 
prominence in public debate: he describes WKH -HVXLW¶V QRWRULHW\ DV µD SHrsonal 
HYDQJHOLVW¶, and his role in a number of notable conversions.11 µ)LVKHU the Jesuit¶ is a 
man of his time ± one pursuing µSXEOLF¶GLVSXWDWLRQLQLWVPRVWSULYDWHDVSHFW12  
3HUF\¶V first appearance at such an encounter was, however, relatively 
unassuming, as assistant and notary on the second day of a 1621 debate between the 
priest George Musket (whose real name was Fisher) and Daniel Featley ± long since 
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returned from Paris, and now serving as chaplain to Abbot.13 Featley was becoming an 
important ± though outwardly reluctant ± proponent of public, anti-Catholic 
disputation. His account of the Musket debate, contained in An Appendix to the 
Fishers Net (1623), asserts that: µthe readier and surer means to be resolved... is by 
zealous and fervent praier, than by hot and eager disputing¶; but this is not a rejection 
of the practice ± rather, it separates it IURP)HDWOH\¶VCalvinist conception of faith.14 
Although this is precisely the distinction Questier describes in his critique of all 
polemic, it should be taken as a conditional underestimation of disputation and 
controversy, and one that is partially rhetorical. Featley cites the caution of Tertullian 
± µthou truely shalt lose nothing, but thy voice in contending; thou shalt gain nothing, 
but choler through their blaspheming¶ ± but nonetheless retains an allegiance to formal 
religious debate, fostered at university and in Paris, demonstrated in his unmatched 
production of disputation accounts, and reflected here in his list of authorities 
commanding such engagements.15 He concludes: µI do... willingly yield to the request 
of our worthy friends, to meet with you in this field; committing the successe to God: 
whose blessing be upon this our conference, that his Truth may win the Garland, and 
He have the glory.¶16 
The occasion of this 1621 debate was typical of the period. A preliminary letter 
from Featley to Musket describes the inYROYHPHQW RI µD OHDUQHG .QLJKW¶ acting as 
intermediary ± at the least connected with RQHRIWKRVHXELTXLWRXVGRXEWLQJµSHUVRQV
of quDOLW\¶ ZKRP Featley would later identify as the cause of many a private 
conference.17 The questions posed were fourfold, touching transubstantiation, merit of 
good works, and the identity and authority of the true church, but in the event, only the 
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first was discussed.18 Indeed, the proposed range of questions suggests a more 
significant disputation than would eventually take place ± Featley indicates that at 
least one day was to be assigned to each.19 Thus, it is unfortunate that so few details of 
the occasion or patrons survive. The GLVSXWDQWV¶ preliminary letter exchange further 
suggests that the debate was intended to be equitable, and held to the academic form. 
The state of the question is outlined by both sides, and this ± as a duty traditionally 
performed by the respondent ± suggests a level of balance hitherto unseen in such 
events in England. More explicitly, Featley here requests DYRLGDQFHRIµELWWernesse of 
VSHHFK¶adherence to logic form and equal opportunities to oppose.20 But despite all 
these good intentions, what remains of the debate is a two-day tussle over 
transubstantiation, whose only legacy, as recounted by Featley, was a stain on the 
reputation of Percy. In order to assess how topics and ambition might have slipped so 
quietly away, the disputants¶ conduct, and the event¶V progression, must be examined. 
The first day opened with a reiteration of ERWK VLGHV¶ tenets on 
transubstantiation. IQ)HDWOH\¶VDFFRXQWthis begins after his discourse on disputation, 
with no information given as to practical arrangements.21 )HDWOH\¶Vspeech reflects an 
occasional custom of agreeing terms: he describes µD WZRIROG FKDQJH¶ LQ WKH
sacrament, and µD WKUHHIROG SUHVHQFH¶, finally declaring the Protestant belief in 
µDFFLGHQWDO¶rather than µVXEVWDQWLDO¶FKDQJHand a presence that was only µUHDO¶LQD
spiritual sense.22 Musket replies that he µPLJKWKDYHVSDUHGWKHVHGLVWLQFWLRQV¶simply 
stating the Catholic belief in a real, substantial presence through transubstantiation.23 
Featley opposed for this first debate, but here opens with D µYHOLWDWLRQ¶ EHIRUH WKH
disputation proper. He cites an admission from the Jesuit Francis Coster, that if Christ 
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was not really, substantially present in the sacrament, Catholics µVKRXOGEHJXLOW\of 
such an idolatrie and errRU¶ from which he infers that, for all the Catholic Church 
knew, Christ was neither really nor substantially present. He supports this with a place 
in Bellarmine.24 This whole argument is presented without form; indeed, for all his 
emphasis on procedure, Featley has to be told by his respondentµ&RQFOXGHVRPHWKLQJ
V\OORJLVWLFDOO\DQGWKHQ,ZLOODQVZHU\RX¶25 
 These initial reactions from Musket, as reported here, suggest antagonism 
between the disputants, which might go some way toward explaining the debate¶V 
outcome. µ)UDPH \RXU DUJXPHQW¶ Musket demands later that day, where authorities 
are cited without logic form; and he further pronounces a similarly antagonistic 
triumph µIHDWO\VSRNHQ¶. This garners him the rebuke: µleave these speeches, and urge 
somewhat to the purpose. If I knew your name, peradventure I should not be indebted 
to you for a jest.¶26 The pun is repeated on the second day, and is here met with a 
volley of plays on WKHSULHVW¶Vadopted name. Featley states: µI dare say, that the whole 
company wil witnesse for me, that I am Musket-SURRIH¶ his fellow chaplain Thomas 
Goad adding: µ+HHUH KDWK EHHQ QR 0XVNHW-shot discharged, but onely small hayle-
VKRW¶27 This kind of sparring was not unheard of in disputation, and was a particular 
commonplace of FeaWOH\¶V encounters, but in light of the gap between this HYHQW¶V
conclusion and its original ambitions, such exchanges take on a greater significance. 
More telling is )HDWOH\¶Vcitation, on the first day, of a place in Gratian with the words, 
µ[which] wee shall examine heereafter, if this conference continue¶28  
When the disputation did continue, the following Friday, a second stumbling-
block was revealed: external influences on the event. Featley states that Musket did 
not arrive at the appointed time; instead sending WKH PHVVDJH µThat hee might not 
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conferre any more with D. Featly, without an Assistant assigned unto him by those of 
their Society; which Assistant was M. Fisher.¶29 Although this cannot be taken at face 
value, the request is intriguing; suggesting either a tactical move from Musket, or 
interference with the disputation from nameless Jesuit representatives ± which, though 
0XVNHW¶V biographers do not identify him as a member of the Society, is possible.30 
Featley agreed to their condition, although LW µZRXOG EH DQ RFFDVLRQ WR GUDZ PRUH
Company than were fit or sDIH¶ and asked that he might also have an assistant, in the 
form of Goad.31 Thomas was the son of Roger Goad, Campion¶VRSSRQHQW in 1581.32 
The concern of outside parties is further indicated by 0XVNHW¶Vsecond request: 
µI have been traduced by diverse Catholiques, touching my Answers at our last 
Disputation: and... I intreat you, M. Doctor Featly, to... cleer me from certain 
aspersions cast upon me; as namely, that I should confesse Papists to bee idolaters, 
and to adore they knowe not what.¶33 This, referring to an answer drawn by )HDWOH\¶V
urging of Coster, is not allowed, as the answer had been mutually agreed upon and set 
down in the notes, but the stalemate is broken here with a distinction EHWZHHQµIRUPDO¶
DQGµPDWHULDO¶LGRODWU\WRZKLFKERWKGLVSXWDQWVsubscribe.34 If accurate, this external 
Catholic concern again indicates an event of some importance, whilst at the same time 
offering a reason for its premature conclusion.  
As )HDWOH\¶V Dccount continues, there are further instances of antagonism 
between the two divines, but these are more often connected to the disputation form. 
Over both days, the arguments were mostly formal and syllogistic, Musket opposing 
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when the debate resumed.35 As the second day began, however, Featley reports that 
the SULHVW¶Vdesire to revisit previous answers occasioned some unstructured discourse 
and delay in the appointed order, at which the chaplain ± in a reversal of WKHILUVWGD\¶V
opening ± asked him to proFHHGµDFFRUGLQJWRRXUDSSRLQWPHQW¶36 In the debate itself, 
as Featley has it, the Protestants repeatedly criticised 0XVNHW¶V form. Featley took 
against two propositions (WKH PDMRU¶s consequent and the minor) in one syllogism, 
and, when Musket tried to prove only the second, told him: µYou should first prove 
your Major. Yet, because I desire you should proceed in your Argument... I forgive 
you your consequence.¶37 Later, Musket asks for scriptural proof that the words of the 
Institution should be taken properly, and Goad reminds him that the production of 
arguments was not a UHVSRQGHQW¶V duty ± a point repeated later by Featley.38 These 
deviations reach a head towards the midpoint: aIWHUPXFKµORQJDQGFRQIXVHGSUHVVLQJ
DQGDQVZHULQJ¶Goad exclaims, µFor shame urge you some Argument. All this while 
you have trifled but the time, and put the Answerer to make Arguments, contrary to 
the Law of all good Disputation.¶39 Setting the truth of these instances aside, their 
focus on the academic form is worth noting. In this and similar works, Featley seems 
unusually exacting when it comes to the architecture of disputation, but he is not an 
exception to the rule in this respect. Rather, he and George Walker represent the rule 
taken to an extreme. 
 Commonalities of form and function aside, only one aspect of this debate 
would be carried into subsequent occasions%\)HDWOH\¶VDFFRXQWPercy had not been 
a commanding presence, the arguments moving between the two central participants 
with Goad occasionally interjecting. Only late in the day does Percy make a 
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contribution VXSSRUWLQJ WZRRI 0XVNHW¶V DUJXPHQWV40 Later still, it is reported that 
Featley observed him searching through his notes ± specifically, WKRVHµLQZKLFKKHH
KDG ZULWWHQ ' )HDWO\¶V $QVZHUV¶ ± and challenged him µM. Fisher, what are you 
afishing for there among your Notes? I pray reade what you have written: for I 
suspect, you have not done fairely in setting down my Answers, because I have noted 
you sometimes to write, before I had fully given them.¶41 He asks the Jesuit to read the 
place µEHIRUHDOO WKLVFRPSDQ\¶DUHTXHVWhere echoed by others. Percy, µZLWKPXFK
DGRR¶relents; and iVIRXQGµWRKDYHVHWGRZQRQHDQVZHUDVLI')HDWO\Kad yeelded 
WRWKH3RSLVKWHQHW¶ which the company then forces him to amend.42 At a subsequent 
debate, the Jesuit was denied custody of the notes on the grounds of this incident, 
which he denied: µI call God to witnesse, that if I did set downe any thing otherwise 
then the truth was, I did it not wittingly nor willingly.¶Goad, again present, leaves the 
truth to his conscience, saying only that the Protestants KDGµMXVWFDXVH¶WREHOLHYHWKH
contrary.43 
As reported by Featley, the close of this encounter signals Catholic reluctance. 
A third day was appointed, apparently for him to continue his opposition on 
transubstantiation, at the house of a local merchant, but when the day came, the 
Catholics did not arrive, because SDUOLDPHQW ZDV VLWWLQJ DQG µWKH\ NQHZ QRW ZKDW
construction might bee PDGH RI D PHHWLQJ RI WKLV NLQG¶ This, Featley deems µa 
SUHWH[W¶: the other debates had been in parliament time, and priests habitually 
contravened acts of parliament in saying private Mass. In addition, he notes that 
conference with recusants was not forbidden by any law. Nonetheless, Musket and 
Percy could not ± apparently ± EHGUDZQ IRUµthe last night they had a meeting with 
the rest of their Societie, and... it was there concluded, that they should not meet any 
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more out of their lodging.¶44 On the surface, this might indicate a shift in Catholic ± 
specifically Jesuit ± policy regarding public disputation, but the subsequent 
predominance of Percy in such events does not support this. Featley lays responsibility 
for the HYHQW¶Vpremature end squarely at the door of the Catholic disputants, invoking 
WKHµDSSDUDQWGLIILGHQFHDQGGLVWUXVWLQWKHLURZQHFDXVH¶WKDWZRXOGEHLQIHUUHG45 The 
suggestion of Jesuit reserve here is worth noting, however, given the objections made 
by Percy and John Sweet at subsequent debates. 
 
Arguments before the Countess of Buckingham 
This abortive 1621 disputation has, in the history of John 3HUF\¶V DFWLYLWLHV EHHQ
eclipsed by those of the following year. With the exception of Hampton Court, the 
debates held on the 24th, 25th and 26th of May, 1622, were the most politically charged 
of the reign, and in their written aftermath remain an unusual case.46 The involvement 
of the king, and the delicacy of the occasion, prevented any full account from being 
printed, and this ± coupled with the changing fortunes of the participants (particularly 
William Laud) ± resulted in a gradual proliferation of reports over two decades.47 
Again, the debates were occasioned by a doubting individual, and herein lies a 
measure of their significance: as Percy states, µThe Occasion of this Conference, was a 
certaine writt[en] Paper, given by M Fisher to an Hon[ourable] Lady, who desired 
somthing to be briefly writt[en], to prove the Catholique Roman Church, & Faith, to 
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be the only right.¶48 The lady was the Countess of Buckingham, mother to -DPHV¶ 
favourite, George Villiers, and her wavering came at a moment of acute religious 
tension.49  
It is indicative of the religious climate, and the growing personal trend in 
disputation, WKDW -DPHVDQG%XFNLQJKDPUHVSRQGHG WRWKHFRXQWHVV¶ concerns with a 
series of conferences ± at once recognising the dangers accompanying a high-profile 
conversion, and selecting an outwardly respected form by which to prevent it. Though 
disputation had at times been a tool of savage anti-Catholicism, its broadening 
application, and the divines chosen to take part, lends a hint of sincere moderation to 
these events, as do the wider circumstances.50 Neither can WKH NLQJ¶V intellectual 
leanings be discounted: Milton identifies his role here as evidence of his µLQWHOOHFWXDO
appetite for anti-SDSDO GLVSXWDWLRQ¶ painting it as another conflict between his 
academic enthusiasm DQGSROLWLFDOµDQ[LHWLHV¶51 But regardless of his preferences, the 
ready use and careful containment of disputation on display here, given the occasion, 
clearly separates such occasions from the greater mass of polemical efforts, or at least 
DUJXHV DJDLQVW 4XHVWLHU¶V LPDJH RI WKH SHUFHLYHG HIIHFWLYHQHVV RI doctrinal 
controversy. Not only was direct, controversial debate adopted to bolster WKHFRXQWHVV¶
faith, but reports in the aftermath were subject to heightened control. Had these events 
been intended entirely to discredit Percy, the restriction placed on written reports ± 
particularly of the second day ± would make little sense, even with -DPHV¶
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 A. C., True RelationsS)HDWOH\QRWHVFRQWHPSRUDU\DZDUHQHVV WKDWµ$&¶ZDV3HUF\KLPVHOI
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 :DGNLQV µ3HUF\-³)LVKHU´ &RQWURYHUVLHV¶ Sp. 153-5; Milton, Catholic and Reformed, pp. 58-9. 
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4XHVWLHUStuart Dynastic Policy, p. 30n. 
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 'LVSXWDWLRQKHUHIRUPVSDUWRI-DPHV¶EDODQFLQJDFW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English anti-&DWKROLFLVP:DGNLQVµ3HUF\-³)LVKHU´&RQWURYHUVLHV¶SS-3. 
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 Milton, Catholic and Reformed, p. 60. 
200 
 
involvement taken into account. The situation was a delicate one, and the focus was 
not on the Catholic disputant, but on the prominent individual in doubt. 
 The clergymen chosen to engage Percy represent a movement in this period 
towards Arminianism, accompanied by moderate approaches to Rome. As is often 
noted, this was a development encouraged by the diplomatic situation in which James 
found himself.52 At each debate, the Protestant side was nominally taken by a 
moderate divine: Francis White, royal chaplain and Dean of Carlisle, at the first and 
second, and Laud, then %LVKRS RI 6W 'DYLG¶V, at the third. /DXG¶V views are well 
documented, and White has been identified as an Arminian from his connections and 
writings in the 1620s and 30s, including those against Percy. Both had enjoyed the 
patronage of Richard Neile, Bishop of Durham and (in the words of Nicholas Tyacke) 
µWKHRUJDQL]LQJJHQLXVRIHDUO\(QJOLVK$UPLQLDQLVP¶53 Wadkins cites their selection 
in 1622 as evidence of the NLQJ¶V pragmatic, political shift towards moderate ideas, 
noting that Featley, the Calvinist firebrand and µOHDGLQJ DQWL-Catholic spokesman of 
WKHGD\¶, ZDVOHIWµZDLWLQJLQWKHZLQJV¶.54  
 At the first debate, Percy opposed White on the sufficiency of scripture, 
fundamental points of faith and the succession of the church; the role and topics 
falling to him as a result of the paper he had given to the countess. By WKH -HVXLW¶V
account ± the only detailed narrative of the 24th ± the roles switched at the midpoint, 
becoming confused as the debate wore on.55 At the second, the Protestant side was 
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 6HH )LQFKDP DQG /DNH µ(FFOHVLDVWLFDO 3ROLF\¶ S 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Milton, Catholic and Reformed, esp. pp. 77, 428-9, 453; ODNB White, Francis. 
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by a work held at the Bodleian, addressed to the countess, FKDOOHQJLQJ3HUF\¶VDUJXPHQWV MS Rawl. 
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 7KURXJKRXWWKHRSHQLQJVWDJHV:KLWHLVGHVFULEHGDVKDYLQJµDQVZHUHG¶DQGRQO\WKH-HVXLWRIIHUV
syllogistic argument: A. C., True Relations, pp. 8-11, 13- /DWHU RQ 3HUF\ µDQVZHUV¶ RQ VHYHUDO
occasions, and all trace of formal argument disappears. The lack of a full account from White is also 
worth noting: in A Replie to Jesuit Fishers Answere, he admits an aversion to such works, referencing 
WKH ODWHU GHEDWH EHWZHHQ 3HUF\ DQG )HDWOH\ DGGLQJ µNQRZLQJ DOVR WKDW P\ VHOIH could not exactly 
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taken by the king; an occasional contributor the day before.56 This debate, according 
to Percy, opened with a frank discussion of the Gunpowder Plot and the Jesuit position 
on the deposing of princes, before the questions of idolatry, papal authority, 
transubstantiation and Catholic errors were addressed.57 PeUF\¶V DFFRXQW eschews 
dialogue and disputation form, giving the impression of an examination, rather than a 
debate. The language used, especially with reference to James, is reminiscent of 
Hampton Court ± royal authority again overwhelming the process.58 On the third day, 
with Percy ± to an extent ± opposing Laud, and the audience interjecting with 
questions, the subject of points fundamental was again touched upon, with the 
legitimacy of the Roman Church.59 In each debate, the questions centred on a staple of 
3HUF\¶Vapproach in controversy and conversion, intended to show truth, stability and 
Protestant divisions: the relative authority and succession of the Catholic and reformed 
churches.60 The reason, as Percy has it ZDV WKDW µD &RQWLQXDOO ,QIDOOLEOH 9LVLEOH
Church... was the chief and onely point in which a certaine Lady required 
VDWLVIDFWLRQ¶, although given his enthusiasm for the topic, it is likely that this was 
phrased, if not planted, by Percy himself.61  
 
                                                                                                                                                                               
UHPHPEHUDOOSDVVDJHVRIWKH-HVXLWV'LVSXWDWLRQDQGPLQH,GHIHUUHGWKHSULQWLQJ¶:KLWHReplie to 
Jesuit Fishers Answere, sig. b4r-v. 
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149, 150. 
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and I, pp. 343-4. 
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0LOZDUGReligious Controversies... Jacobean, pp. 
216-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On the first day, White and Percy disputed before a select audience: the king and 
PHPEHUVRIWKHFRXQWHVV¶IDPLO\62 The initial exchanges centred on 3HUF\¶Vpaper to 
the countess: White asked the Jesuit if he was the author, and he responded, µ,ZURWH
VXFKDWKLQJ	LILWEHDWUXHFRS\,ZLOOGHIHQGLW¶63 What followed was an attempt 
to refute WKHSDSHU¶VDUJXPHQWVEXW± as Percy tells it ± one in which the Jesuit was 
allowed an active defence. Though the opening stages thus bring to mind the first 
Campion debate, this suggests that use of the paper was not a tactical decision but a 
response to the immediate situation. White cited several of the main points: he agreed 
with two of WKH-HVXLW¶Vstatements ± WKDWWKHUHZDVµRQHWUXHGLYLQH)DLWK¶DQGWKDW
this was µJURXQGHGXSRQWKHZRUGRI*RG¶ ± but asked for clarification of a third, on 
the degree of divine inspiration granted the Apostles and their successors. Percy 
describes this DV µD YHUEDOO 2EMHFWLRQ¶ UDWKHU WKDQ Dn outright denunciation of his 
argument, and cites this response from James: µleave this verbal controversy, and 
SURFHHGLQWKHPDWWHU¶64 
 It is here that the exchange begins to look like a formal disputation. Percy 
produced a place in St Paul, with two syllogisms, to prove that the word written was 
not alone sufficient to salvation, and after some limited argument made the analogy 
that wood, though XVHIXO LQ FRQVWUXFWLRQ ZDV QRW µVXIILFLHQW WR EXLOG DQG IXUQLVK D
KRXVH¶ At this, White appears to have withdrawn: µD. Whyte... without saying any 
thing to this instance, seemed to be weary, and giving the paper to M. Fisher, bad him 
read on.¶65 From the Protestant side, no full account exists, so there is little by which 
WR MXGJH 3HUF\¶V DFFuracy ± the Jesuit, if his opponents are to be believed, was not 
                                                             
62
 3HUF\GHVFULEHVWKHDXGLHQFHWKXV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above a degree of embellishment.66 But however this initial structured exchange 
ended, a more remarkable instance occurs further in. )ROORZLQJ :KLWH¶V DOOHJHG
withdrawal, a fourth point was raised and (apparently) accepted, before Percy turned 
to the second half of his paper. Here, he had set down a full syllogistic progression to 
prove WKDWWKH5RPDQ&KXUFKKHOGWKHµWUXHGLYLQHLQIDOOLEOH)DLWK¶ and he now cited 
the first of these arguments, retaining its form, in opposition to White.67 The use of 
syllogistic reasoning was not, of course, exclusive to face-to-face debate, but the 
citation of pre-formed syllogistic argument is rare in disputation accounts ± or at least, 
never so expressly described. This is a clear reminder of the importance, in studying 
these events, of noting the SDUWLFLSDQWV¶ WUDLQLQJ DQG XQGHUO\LQJ awareness of 
academic forms. Moreover, by setting out written syllogisms in his paper to the 
countess, Percy had pre-empted the opponent¶VUROH in case of disputation.68 
 3HUF\¶Vdepiction of White is remarkable: the chaplain is at once elevated as a 
learned champion of Protestantism and portrayed as evasive, inconsistent and wholly 
unable to reply to WKH -HVXLW¶V arguments.69 Rather than dismantling his intellectual 
reputation, Percy ties him to his cause, triumphing over both; but the manner in which 
this is achieved is almost self-defeating. )LUVWO\3HUF\¶Vuse of hindsight is plaintive: 
on the topic of points fundamental, White invoked WKH$SRVWOHV¶&UHHG and here the 
Jesuit details the questions he µPLJKWKDYHDVNHG¶: µbut he at that present only asked, 
Whether all articles of the Creed, were held by D. Whyte to be fundamentall?¶70 This 
led to a discussion of Thomas Rogers, whose work The Faith, Doctrine, and Religion, 
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Professed, & Protected in the Realme of England (1607) had cast doubt on an article 
of the Creed.71 But on the key TXHVWLRQ RI 5RJHUV¶ VWDWXV ± whether he wrote as a 
private individual or a mouthpiece for the Church of England ± Percy again claims to 
have taken a step back.72 The depiction of White himself is also inconsistent: if the 
dean made all the errors reported ± faults in practice, as much as argument ± then he 
was not the learned champion 3HUF\¶Vrhetoric required. The tendency in accounts of 
disputation is to extrapolate truth from victory, and this work is at once emblematic of 
this and a showcase for its potential stumbling-blocks. 
 Percy also claims truth and self-awareness whilst making blatant omissions; 
assuming tremendous credulity on the part of the reader. This is not to contradict prior 
assertions about the purpose of such works; but to demonstrate the extent of this 
DFFRXQW¶Vshortcomings ± as polemic, and as a summary of debate. At the close, Percy 
states that nothing of import has been omitted.73 He further maintains that he consulted 
with White on the UHSRUW¶Vproduction; but this, if it occurred, took place early on, and 
dealt with the topics, not WKHGLVSXWDQWV¶contributions.74 ,QGHHG3HUF\¶Vemphasis on 
topic and occasion ± and his own admittedly imperfect recollection of the debate ± 
renders the consultation moot, allowing him to gloss over several of :KLWH¶Vanswers. 
He is further liberated by the fact that nothing was written in the event.75 3HUF\¶V
approach, then, blurs the line between account and treatise, but without the adroitness 
of similar reports. It is, no doubt, accounts such as this that have led historians to 
dismiss such works as but another vehicle for partisan polemic. 
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On the second day, Percy faced White and the king before a similar audience.76 James 
opened with a sporting variation on a familiar analogy: µas fencers, before they take 
them to theire weapons, are wont to salute and embrase one another, soe before hee 
entered into argument hee would salute [Percy] with a speech¶.77 Percy describes this 
oration ± again reminiscent of Hampton Court ± DV µD ORQJH... sharpe invective 
DJDLQVWH-HVXLWV¶: it was here that the king raised the question of the safety of princes, 
naming those involved in the Gunpowder Plot and citing a work by Juan de Mariana.78 
Percy expressed his hatred for the plot, and emphasised the 6RFLHW\¶VµPRGHUDWH¶YLHZ
on the deposing of kings, which led to a discussion of the authority and methods of the 
Pope in such an effort. In this, the Jesuit (implausibly) reports that he was allowed the 
last word.79 
 The disputation proper was initiated by White, albeit at WKHNLQJ¶Vsignal. His 
opening question concerned the worship of images, proceeding from a point made the 
first day; and its format, as reported by Percy, is remarkable. Continuing the 
examinatory tone set by James, it had neither form nor point of argument: instead 
being DVWDWHPHQWRIWKH-HVXLW¶VSRVLWLRQ.80 From here, however, the disputants settle 
into the roles ± White opposing, Percy answering ± although the respondent here takes 
the greater part, and there is no trace of logic form. Percy explains his position on 
idolatry through a simple analogy: µthe picture of ones freinde, which picture one 
respecteth more, and setteth in a more honorable place... which is some kynde of 
honor to the picture, but not the same which is due to the freinde himselfe¶. This is 
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followed with µthe honor JLYHQWRKLV0DMHVW\VFKDLUHRIHVWDWH¶81 But before he can 
expand on this second example, he is interrupted by the king, who objects that 
KRZHYHU µOHDUQHG¶ &DWKROLFV DYRLG WKH FKDUJH WKH\ VWLOO OHaG µVLPSOH SHRSOH¶ LQWR
idolatry: µyou are like to bawdes, whoe thoughe they doe not sinne in their owne 
bodie, yet they are guiltie by inducinge others¶.82 %\ 3HUF\¶V DFFRXQW James then 
raised several objections to image-worship, which resulted in an exchange that again 
appears closer to examination than debate. Direct questions are at least avoided, 
however; the king framing his objections around the second commandment anGµRU
VWUDQJHVWRULHV¶± which, sadly, Percy does not relate.83 
 Around the midpoint of the discussion, Percy took the role of opponent, 
although this was more akin to the default position adopted on the first day than to the 
academic role. The change, moreover, ZDVDW-DPHV¶LQVWUXFWLRQ, and in presenting his 
first point, on the authority of the Pope, the Jesuit was immediately stripped of an 
RSSRQHQW¶VSRZHUs. He found himself responding to an argument from the king, who 
invoked the opinion of Gregory the Great on WKHWLWOHµ8QLYHUVDO%LVKRS¶, and then, by 
his own account, allowed him to conclude and move on.84 James, it would appear, had 
a clear idea of how he wanted the debate to proceed; this reflecting the occasion and 
again recalling Hampton Court. At the next topic, however, the debate was allowed a 
return to form: indeed, the discussion of transubstantiation and the real presence here 
is the most traditional portion of the day. Percy opposed, arguing against tKHNLQJ¶V
GHQLDOWKDW&KULVW¶VERG\FRXOGEHLQWZRSODFHVDWRQFHThe exchange is very similar 
to other debates in which the topic was covered, and at its close, James asks Percy to 
set his hand to a point.85 This, however, was an H[FHSWLRQWRWKHGD\¶VUule, as the king 
here makes clear: µHis Majesty said, nowe I will name to thee those points where[in] 
the Romane church hath erred, and tomorwe I shall sett downe in wrytinge for thee to 
                                                             
81
 Ibid., p. 149. 
82
 Ibid., pp. 149-50. 
83
 Ibid., p. 150. 
84
 Ibid., pp. 150-1. 
85
 Ibid., pp. 151-2. 
207 
 
aunswere¶.86 Thus, after their debate on the sacrament, James re-established control, 
even setting terms for the HYHQW¶Vwritten aftermath. 
 Following this, James reportedly went on to list several Catholic errors, but 
only one is named and debated here: communion in one kind ± the practice of denying 
the wine to the laity.87 In this discussion, Percy states that :KLWH µOHIW RI KLV ORQJH
silence¶WRFRQWUDGLFWWKHNLQJ¶V interpretation of µhoc facite¶ in the Institution. Percy 
had defended communion in one kind by maintaining that if these words were applied 
to the laity they would command all to consecrate and distribute the sacrament, as well 
as receive it, to which James KDGDQVZHUHG WKDW LWRQO\ PHDQW µGRH WKLVZKLFK ,ELG
\RXWDNHHDWHHWF¶ White corrected the king, stating that the words commanded the 
priests to consecrate and distribute, while the exact manner of the sacrament was 
demonstrated elsewhere. But when Percy began to respond, James cut him off; turning 
to White with the FDXWLRQµJRHQRWWKDWZD\HQD\HLI\RXJRHWKDWZDLHHWF¶88 This, if 
true, and not an instance of combined triumph and fawning, is a fascinating moment; 
:KLWH¶Vview of the church revealed and WKHNLQJ¶Vcontroversial discretion in action.89 
But in examining this account, two things must be borne in mind: 3HUF\¶Vdepiction of 
White on the previous day, and the tactics adopted by accounts after Hampton Court ± 
attempts, in every case, to pit James against their DGYHUVDULHV¶ cause.90 
 
The last of these debates is the only one to have a full account from each disputant. 
3HUF\¶V, revised in True Relations, appeared first, while Laud¶V was written in 
response, reprinting the original paragraph-by-paragraph, with detailed refutation. 
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/DXG¶Vwork was originally printed DVDQDGGHQGXPWR:KLWH¶VReplie to Jesuit 
Fishers Answere, and was here credited to Richard Baylie, his chaplain.91 Laud 
explains the delay in printing WKURXJKµEDFNZDUGQHVVH¶UHOXFWDQFHWRGHDOZLWKPHQ
like Percy, and a desire to see the other debates printed first.92 Apart from the 
introduction to :KLWH¶VWUHDWLVH and several of the arguments therein, however the two 
former encounters had not been recounted under Protestant hands, and when Laud 
revealed himself to be the author of his account, he cited µ5HDVRQV DQG WKRVH WKHQ
DSSURYHG E\ $XWKRULW\¶ IRU WKH VXEWHUIXJH, suggesting that personal and official 
restraint had caused KLP WR SXEOLVK XQGHU KLV FKDSODLQ¶V QDPH93 By contrast, his 
expanded account, identifying him as the author, appeared during his tumultuous term 
at Canterbury, after encouragement from Charles I and colleagues in the church.94 In 
the 1620s, each disputant had accused the other of spreading accounts, whilst denying 
that they had fired the first shot.95 
 3ULRUWR/DXG¶VDUULYDOWKHday bore witness to an HSLWRPHRIµSULYDWH¶debate. 
Percy states that µbefore the B. came, the La. & a friend of hers came first to the 
roome where I was, & debated before me¶± although his depiction of this, like that of 
WKHFRXQWHVV¶requirements, seems a convenient method for introducing his customary 
topics.96 By 3HUF\¶V account, the pair stated that they had heard the necessity of a 
µ&RQWLQXDOO9LVLEOH &KXUFKJUDQWHGE\' :KLWH/.	F¶RQ the previous days, 
and had themselves VHWWOHG XSRQ WKH TXHVWLRQ µZKLFK ZDV WKDW &KXUFK"¶97 Laud 
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expresses doubt as to WKH -HVXLW¶V intentions and the conclusions reached, but 
otherwise remains silent about this impromptu disputation.98 
Laud was only present for this final encounter, and for all his emphasis on 
continuity appears modest in responding to claims about prior events.99 ,Q 3HUF\¶V 
words, he excused himself at the outset µDVRQHXQSURYLGHGDQGQRWPXFKVWXGLHGLQ
ContrRYHUVLHV¶DQG his own account of 1624 confirms that µthe B. had no information, 
where the other Conferences brake off, no instruction, what should be the ground of 
this third Conference; nor the full time of foure and twentie houres to bethinke 
himselfe¶.100 After his declaration of inadequacy, he told Percy that his cause should 
not be ill-judged, µKDYLQJD KXQGUHG EHWWHU6FKROOHUV WRPDLQWDLQH LW WKHQ KH¶3HUF\
respoQGHG WKDW &DWKROLFLVP KDG µD WKRXVDQG EHWWHU VFKROOHUV¶101 At this, the 
disputation began, but even this failed to stop the contest. /DXG¶V1624 report declares, 
µ7KDWZKLFKKDWKDKXQGUHGPD\KDYHDVPDQ\PRUHDV LWSOHDVHV*RGWRJLYHDQG
more than you¶102 Though formulaic, this burst of competitive humility again raises 
the question of the motive behind /DXG¶VVHOHFWLRQIRUWKHVHevents. 
 At the commencement, Laud describes a breach of etiquette: Percy announcing 
that he wRXOG µZULQJ DQG H[WRUW¶ IURP KLm anything not spontaneously 
acknowledged.103 The Jesuit denies that he used such words µHYH>Q@ WR KLV PHDQHVW
$GYHUVDULHV¶104 The first topic was the legitimacy of the Greek Church; a subject 
UDLVHG LQ WKH FRXQWHVV¶ exchange with her friend.105 This led the disputants to the 
question of points fundamental, where Percy states that KH µZDV IRUFHG WR UHSHDWH
ZKDW>KH@KDGIRUPHUO\EURXJKWDJDLQVW':K\WH¶106 Indeed, from here, the GHEDWH¶V
early stages are described as a revision of the first day. Laud declared that all articles 
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of the Creed were fundamental, and again Percy brought up Rogers. When the bishop 
echoed White in arguing that Rogers ZDVµEXWDSULYDWHPDQ¶3HUF\asked µLQZKDW
%RRNHPD\ZHILQGWKH3URWHVWD>Q@WVSXEOLTXH'RFWULQH"¶107  
It should be noted that /DXG¶V 1624 account often strays into additional 
argument, but always presents itself as a treatise based on the occasion, with ready 
application of hindsight. Thus, while both accounts blur the line with written 
controversy, it could be said that Laud actually separates disputation and pamphlet 
polemic rather well. On Rogers, /DXG¶V account ± admitting hindsight ± turns the 
question of private authors back on the Catholic Church, before arguing that he had 
not denied an article of the Creed so firmly as Percy suggested.108 His answer is thus 
familiar in its comprehensive progression, and might lead one to ask how much of 
5DLQROGV¶WHFKQLTXHDJDLQVW+DUWhad been evident in their original exchanges.109  
 Repetition of the first day continued. Laud cited the Book of Articles and 
scripture as containing WKH 3URWHVWDQWV¶ µSXEOLF¶ GRFWULQH and Percy pressed him on 
scriptural authority ± µKRZ KHNQHZ6FULSWXUH WREH6FULSWXUH¶, thus returning to the 
progression of his paper for the countess.110 TKHELVKRS¶VDQVwer, that the books were 
µWR EH VXSSRVed, and needed not to be proved, led the Jesuit to cite his printed 
arguments against White.111 More interesting than this continued resonance of the 
earlier exchange LV/DXG¶Vexpansion on this argument in his account: a meditation on 
authorities, and ± further to this ± on the use, benefits and dangers of µQDWXUDOUHDVRQ¶ 
Expressing distain IRUµThat which might put man into a Wheele... proving Scripture 
by Tradition, and Tradition by Scripture, till the Devill find a meanes to dispute him 
into Infidelitie,¶/DXGQRWHs WKDWµAll that have not imbrutished themselves, and sunke 
below their Species and order of Nature, give even Naturall Reason leave to come in, 
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and make some proof¶.112 Although this is placed at the end of a catalogue of 
authorities ± the others being the testimony of the church, the evidence of scripture 
and the inspiration of the Holy Ghost ± Laud clearly describes the role of reason: that, 
of itself, it could not comprehend God or scriptureEXWWKDWµ*Uace is never placed but 
LQ D UHDVRQDEOH FUHDWXUH¶ Most significantly, he notes its role in dispute with 
µXQEHOHHYHUV¶113 Here, the extent of the SHULRG¶Vshared ideas and contradictions can 
be noted. A cRPSDULVRQRI/DXG¶VGHSLFWLRQRIUHDVRQDQGdisputation ± as an inherent 
foundation and a necessity, both separate from Grace ± with that of Featley reveals 
agreement, even a similar use of language, despite their divergent theological views. 
Featley had a greater appetite for disputation, but in playing it down, he uses similar 
rhetoric. Thus the necessity and place of disputation can be described as relative 
constants in the early 1620s. Only later, when all aggressive anti-Catholicism was 
being discouraged, would Laud himself see public debate with Catholics fall away. 
 The final questions of the day came, E\ 3HUF\¶V DFFRXQW IURP WKH countess, 
and went to the heart of her concerns. She asked Laud whether KH µZRXOGJUDQW WKH
Roman &KXUFKWREHWKHULJKW&KXUFK¶ at which Percy reports that he both granted it 
and DGPLWWHGWKDWWKH3URWHVWDQWVµPDGHD5HQWRU'LYLVLRQ¶± WKHELVKRS¶VZHDNQHVV
on this topic echoing that of White.114 Laud presents this as a falsehood: an accusation 
the Jesuit rebuffs: he µdid in fresh memory take speciall notice of this passage, in 
regard it coQFHUQHG D PRVW LPSRUWDQW SRLQW¶ Again, Percy returns to his questions 
against WKLWHµ:K\GLG\RXPDNHDVFKLVPHIURPXV":K\GRH\RXSHUVHFXWHXV"¶115 
But hereLWLV/DXG¶VDFFXVDWLRQ of falsehoodQRW3HUF\¶VGHIHQFHthat is remarkable. 
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So offended was he by the -HVXLW¶Vsuggestion that in 1624 he took it as a springboard 
to cite ± as Featley had ± 7HUWXOOLDQ¶VFDXWLRQDJDLQVWGLVSXWDWLRQ: 
 
It was not to denie, that Disputation is an opening of the Understanding, a 
sifting out of Truth; it was not to affirme, that any such Disquisition is in 
and of it selfe unprofitable... No sure: it was some abuse in the 
Disputants, that frustrated the good of the Disputation. And one abuse in 
the Disputants, is a Resolution to hold their owne, though it be by 
unworthie meanes, and disparagement of Truth.116 
 
The question RI WKH µULJKW¶ Fhurch led to a discussion of general councils, 
which lasted until the end of the debate. As the company rose, the countess asked 
µZKHWKHUVKHPLJKWEHVDYHGLQWKH5RPDQ)D\WK¶, and /DXG¶Vanswer here varies with 
the report followed.117 Percy has D VLPSOH µ6KHH PLJKW¶ ZKLOe Laud terms it a 
UHVSRQVHµIRUWKHLJQRUDQWWKDWFRXOGQRWGLVFHUQHWKH(UURUVRIWKDW&KXUFK¶118 When 
the countess then asked the same question of Protestantism, Laud naturally responded 
that she could find salvation therein, whereas Percy stated WKDW WKHUH ZDV µbut one 
VDYLQJ )D\WK DQG WKDW LV WKH 5RPDQ¶119 This is worth noting, given the developing 
personal focus of disputation, and the outcome of these debates. The countess 
ultimately converted to Catholicism ± as Percy states: µUpon this, and the precedent 
Conference, the Lady rested fully satisfied in her Judgment... of the truth of the 
5RPDQ&KXUFKHV)D\WK¶DOWKRXJKIRUµIUDLOW\	IHDUHWRRIIHQGWKH.LQJ¶VKHagreed 
to attend church.120 Laud attempts WRFXUEWKH-HVXLW¶VWULXPSKarguing that nothing he 
KDGVDLGZRXOGEHVXIILFLHQWWRFRQYLQFHDQ\RQHµXQOHVV... some that were settled, or 
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VHWWLQJEHIRUH¶121 But the absolute expressed by Percy at the close cannot so easily be 
dismissed. With a wavering individual at its centre, disputation became a focused 
persuasive effort. Moreover, 3HUF\¶VGHQLDORIVDOYDWLRQWKURXJKProtestantism is never 
wholly countered by Laud. On the Greek Church/DXG¶VDFFRXQWVWates: µIt ought to 
be no easie thing, to condemn a man of Heresie, in foundation of faith; much lesse, a 
Church¶.122 For all the talk of authority and logical ability that dominates accounts of 
disputation, the role of rhetoric ought not be overlooked. Percy¶Vmoderate adversary 
and his own conviction here gave him the upper hand.123 When his turn came, Featley 
± the man sidelined for these events ± would not be overcome so easily. 
 
Disputations with Jesuits 
The summer of 1623 was a high water mark in reported, cross-confessional 
disputation.124 In the spring, Charles had taken part in religious debates in Spain whilst 
working to conclude his marriage. James had given permission for his son to attend 
these disputes, and both the prince and Buckingham reportedly engaged with the 
arguments made.125 In England, )HDWOH\¶Vdisputation with Percy would occur on the 
27th of June, but preceding it were two smaller, more obscure debates, between Jesuits 
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(including Percy) and the irascible George Walker.126 The last of May saw Walker 
disputing against Sylvester Norris, then going by the name of Smith.127 Norris had 
been a secular priest, involved in the Wisbech stirs, and had joined the Society in the 
1600s, having been seized, imprisoned and banished in the aftermath of the 
Gunpowder Plot. He returned to England around 1621, as Jesuit superior to 
Hampshire.128 1RUULV¶ debate with Walker was again commissioned by a doubting 
individual; as Walker has it, a kinsman of William Harrington.129 Walker states that 
WKH-HVXLWµFKDOOHQJHG¶+DUULQJWRQµWREULQJDQ\0LQLVWHU¶ WRGLVSXWHon the authority 
and faith of the English Church, though Norris admits no challenge, only that he 
µ\HOGHG¶ WR D debate for the satisfaction of Harrington himself.130 Walker was 
recommended by another divine DVµDPDQUHDG\IRUVXFKDSXUSRVH¶DQGDSSHDUVWR
have accepted at short notice.131 Asked for questions µRSSRVLWH WR WKH 5RPLVK
UHOLJLRQ¶, he presented Harrington with what he would later admit to be his customary 
topics, pronouncing the Catholic Church the Whore of Babylon, the Pope Antichrist, 
and 3HWHU¶Vposition DV%LVKRSRI5RPHµDIRUJHGIDEOHFRQWUDU\WRWKH6FULSWXUHV¶132 
Walker gives an unusual amount of detail about the GLVSXWDWLRQ¶V practical 
aspects: the location was µD SULYDWH KRXVH E\ WKH 7KDPHV VLGH¶ Dnd in addition to 
noting the layout of the room, he reports that two Bibles were called for ± the Latin, 
DQG DQ (QJOLVK WUDQVODWLRQ µIRU WKH VWDQGHUV E\ WR ORRN XSRQ¶ 1RW RQO\ ZDV WKLV 
provision a wholly reformed idea; in terms of disputation it was a markedly Jacobean 
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one, demonstrating the interest of lay audiences.133 Norris does not comment on 
practicalities, but contests :DONHU¶Vdepiction of the Catholic presence: the Protestant 
maintains that the Jesuit was accompanied by several SULHVWVDVZHOODVµsome Romish 
&DWKROLNH*HQWOHPHQ¶ZKHUHDVNorris states that he brought only one priest with him, 
and four others.134 Norris argues WKDWKHZDVWU\LQJWRNHHSWKHGLVSXWDWLRQµVHFUHWDQG
private... for feare of affoarding disgust unto the State, in that our quiet tyme of peace 
DQG FRQQLYHQFLH¶135 Despite the climate of the early 1620s, his concern is 
understandable: there is no record of Norris operating whilst under imprisonment, 
suggesting that he had not been arrested, and wished to avoid attracting attention. In 
addition, as will be observed below, µSULYDWH¶disputation could soon be disrupted by 
state involvement or concern. 
 %\:DONHU¶VDFFRXQW1RUULVEHJDQZLWKDVWDWHPHQWRIXQSUHSDUHGQHVVDQGD
FDOOIRUµORYLQJ¶DQGµVZHHW¶argument. 7KHPLQLVWHU¶Vreply confirms his own view of 
the boundaries of disputation: µhe desired to byte and gall no adversary but with sound 
reasons... as for other speeches, he promised for his part to be milde or sharpe, 
according to the behaviour of his Adversaries.¶136 Given those critiques of disputation 
already noted in relation to Walker, it is interesting to observe his justification of 
aggressive practices here. At the start of the debate, Norris was asked whether he 
would oppose first or respond, and chose to dispute on his own topic, before 
responding on :DONHU¶VHis reaction to :DONHU¶VµTXHVWLRQV¶, however, was less than 
favourable: he deemed them µXQVHHPHO\ and unmaQQHUO\¶ µQRWILWWREHQDPHGPXFK
lesse to be dispXWHGRUDQVZHUHG¶DQG reminded the assembly that his own question 
used milder terms (that English ProteVWDQWV KDG µQR &KXUFK QRU )DLWK¶).137 This 
exchange would have an impact upon the form of the disputation. Walker tells Norris: 
µSeeing it is your pleasure thus to speake at large in loose speech, and not in strict 
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Syllogisme, I will answer you in your kinde.¶138 Use of logic form here was 
haphazard, consisting of occasional bursts of structured debate amid longer speeches. 
This is highlighted repeatedly by Walker, whose account again demonstrates great 
concern with the formal process, but it is not exclusively a feature of his report, as 
Norris ± in replying ± notes several instances of the same. 
 Norris began by asking a direct question, thus instigating a short, unstructured 
debate on the necessity of visibility. Here, each divine accused the other of trying to 
avoid disputation, through bad practice µZUDQJOLQJ¶ DQG µHTXLYRFDWLRQ¶remarkably, 
Walker notes the last as a complaint from the Jesuit).139 Throughout, the Protestant 
urged formal disputation. Once, by 1RUULV¶account, he reminded the Jesuit of the roles 
± 1RUULV¶ one mention of process in these initial points.140 7KH -HVXLW¶V opening 
questions were intended, by all accounts, to establish terms and set the ground, but this 
process clearly infuriated his adversary. In the disputation itself, :DONHU¶V report 
makes every effort to portray him as uncomfortable with syllogistic logic: again, he is 
said to have told the Jesuit µif you be able to dispute Scholler-like, let us have one 
argument framed into a short Syllogism.¶141 Where this is finally given, it is done 
µZLWK PXFK DGRH¶ DQG VHYHUDO WLPHV WKHUHDIWHU Norris reportedly offered flawed 
syllogisms. Eventually, Walker declares: µNow sir I see you have lost the question, 
and your reason, and your selfe, and all your speech is a Chaos without forme or 
figure, and proveth nothing at all: If you be unable to make a Syllogisme; I pray you 
confesse your weaknesse: and let me dispute one of my questions against you¶, to 
which Norris replies µ6WD\ D OLWWOH DQG I will bring [the point] into a Syllogisme 
SUHVHQWO\¶142 Walker then has the Jesuit producing a string of faulty arguments, once 
rising from his seat in distress. When Walker offers to produce a syllogism for him, 
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Norris protests, µKHFRnfounds me¶ After further debate, the Jesuit finally µKDPPHUs 
RXW¶DQDUJXPHQW:DONHUdeigns to answer.143 
 The most striking contrast between the two accounts, however, is in 1RUULV¶
version of his arguments. Here, syllogistic reasoning is but a feature of the disputation 
± there is little sign of difficulty.144 At his alleged point of crisis, Norris accuses 
Walker of wrangling, and terms his own DUJXPHQWV µVXFK DV QR 6FKROOHU ZRXOG
UHSUHKHQG¶He concludes: µBut you who never appeared in any such schooles, never 
peeped out of AULVWRWOHV 3DUYD¶V QR PHUYDLOH WKRXJK \RX FRXOG QRW DSSUHKHQG WKDW
kind of arguing. I pardon your ignorance, I beare with your dulnes, & passe to those 
Syllogismes... which you could not gainsay.¶145 This depiction of :DONHU¶Veducation 
is curious (he had attended Cambridge), and could reflect a measure of that academic 
competition founGLQ5DLQROGV¶encounter with Hart ± Norris having received much of 
his education at Catholic institutions on the continent.146 More significantly, this tussle 
over logic form anG1RUULV¶opening questions highlights a confessional difference in 
disputation, that would be echoed in later events. 
Another prominent feature of this encounter was rage. Indeed, if both accounts 
were taken as fact, this would be the most aggressive debate of the period. Norris 
GHVFULEHV :DONHU DV µLQ D PRQVWURXV UDJH¶ WRZDUGV WKH close, presenting this as a 
natural progression from his attitude throughout.147 The Protestant makes the 
accusation more often: once, Norris is said to have spoken µDVRQHIXOORf anger... with 
YHKHPHQF\RIZRUGV¶DQG further into the debate, he is µHQUDJHG¶148 The conflict here, 
theology aside, again revolves around conduct; and in tonal and technical terms, the 
pair make similar accusations. It is, therefore, possible to build up a picture of the 
ideal disputant of the early 1620s, crossing confessional and educational lines. 
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Modesty and temperance should be the default position, abandoned only when the 
topic required, or where an adversary had already crossed the line. Logical proficiency 
± for both Walker and Norris have standards ± was also a requirement, although its 
role and definition were changing. A measure of ability remained fundamental to 
intellectual polemic, but also to ensure a productive debate.149 
 The audience, whom both disputants describe as comprLVLQJ WZR µZRUWK\
NQLJKWV¶DQGothers µof both Religions¶, played an important role.150 Several times, in 
the debate itself and at a preliminary meeting, the disputants invoked them as judges 
of truth and performance.151 The most remarkable interjection from the audience 
themselves came during a discussion of the Old Testament in Hebrew, in which the 
disputants clashed over the precise marks made and words used. Walker was 
attempting to show that the text had remained unchanged, pursuant to the question of 
1HEXFKDGQH]]DU¶V VDOYDWLRQ ZKHQ, as he describes it: µSome of the Gentlemen 
desired, that these disputations about the Hebrewe text, which they could not 
understand might cease, and that Mr. Smith would dispute in plaine English by way of 
Syllogismes¶.152 This last must be viewed with suspicion, given WalNHU¶V
preoccupations, but the call for clarity ± reported in both accounts ± should be 
emphasised. With the growth of private audiences, questions of learning and ability 
had come to the fore, becoming a point of contention in debate and a particular 
concern of the Jesuits. Here, and in )HDWOH\¶V GLVSXWDWLRQ ZLWK Percy, audiences 
question complex structures and topics in religious disputation ± WKLQJVµILWWHUIRUWKH
6FKRROHV¶Ds Norris puts it.153  
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 The debate between Walker and Norris ended quietly, hindered from the outset 
by its aggressive questions, procedural disputes, and general antagonism. Walker 
states that it was the Catholic side which called a halt, unwilling or unable to answer 
an error of the Apostles.154 As the meeting ended, he asserts, the doubting person was 
µZHOOVDWLVILHG¶, and one Catholic observer called him (Walker) aside, saying µthat he 
was a good Logician, a good Linguist, and well read, and that God had given him a 
sharpe witte and ready tongue¶Wo which was appended the warning that he ought not 
WUXVWKLVOHDUQLQJµWRRPXFK¶Finally, Walker reports, Norris embraced him, asserting, 
µ, SUD\ *RG ZH WZR PD\ PHHW LQ KHDYHQ¶155 The Jesuit gives few details of the 
GHEDWH¶VHQG; instead detailing the lies told in Walker¶Vaccount ± as Norris describes 
it µWKH MXJOLQJ RI >D@ YDLQ-JORULRXV 6\FRSKDQW¶156 :DONHU¶V IDXOWV LQ DQG DIWHU Whe 
event, are listed: µtergiversations, digressions, forgeryes... grosse absurdityes... 
begging of the principall question; to grant that after, which before he had denyed; to 
deny that now, which he formerly granted; yea to a flat contrariety and playne 
contradiction¶.157 As a comment on good practice, this provides a fitting summary of 
the exchange. 
 
The following month, Walker engaged Percy, ZKRPKHGHVFULEHVDVµDPDQDVIDPRXV
IRUKLVIRUZDUGQHVVHLQFKDOOHQJLQJDVIRROLVKLQSHUIRUPDQFH¶158 The occasion, as 
Walker has it, was the bragging of a student of the Jesuit¶V ± unnamed in this lone 
account ± who praised his learning, particularly in the debates with White, and termed 
KLPµDFKDOOHQJHURIDOO3UHDFKHUV LQ(QJODQG¶7KLVVWXGHQW had two brothers, one a 
Protestant, both of whom are said to have asked Walker to dispute against Percy, to 
silence this µUDLOLQJ¶Thus, their debate is presented as a scholarly contest, rather than 
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an exercise for a doubting individual.159 This is supported in :DONHU¶Vdepiction of the 
DXGLHQFH µGLYHUV IULHQGV DQG QHLJKERXUV WR WKH 0DVWHU RI WKH KRXVH Fomming in to 
KHDUHDQGVHHZKDWSDVVHG¶DQGE\KLVRSHQLQJRUDWLRQ µOur desire is... at this time 
you will make knowne unto us some of your best skill, and shew us some of the chiefe 
grounds upon which you build your faith and religion.¶160 
 Walker offers few details on the practicalities of this encounter. There had 
been some quibbling on its timing, in which he claims to have accepted Catholic 
requirements to prevent WULXPSKV IURPWKH µLQVXOWLQJ¶ brother.161 The questions were 
not agreed beforehand. Walker seized RQ3HUF\¶VLQWURGXFWLRQ± in which he described 
his conversion from Protestantism ± to raise the topic of good works, and attitudes 
toward the Protestant faith.162 From this emerged an exchange on the nature of the true 
church, but Percy abandoned his customary topic in favour of those of his adversary ± 
the Pope as Antichrist, and Rome as the Whore of Babylon. It is here that the Jesuit 
describes their previous, unreported encounter: µI remember that you urged me to 
dispute upon these above three yeares agoe, when you came to me in the New-prison, 
belike you spend all your time and studie in these questions.¶Walker stated WKDWµthe 
SURYLQJRIDQ\RQHRI WKHPGRWKRYHUWKURZDOO 3RSHULH¶, adding that no priest had 
yet offered a full answer. Percy, as :DONHU UHSRUWV LWZDV µFRQWHQW¶ WRGHDOZLWK his 
topics, but ± like Norris ± opened with questions µWKDWZHPD\KDYHVRPHJURXQGWR
EXLOGRQ¶.163  
 As described by Walker, the debate bears little relation to the formal practice: 
3HUF\¶V initial questions prompted duelling propositions, which soon evolved into a 
disputation about disputation, as Fulke (and Walker himself) had experienced in 
prison encounters.164 Walker finally called Percy Dµwrangling Sophister... ignorant in 
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WKHUXOHVRIGLVSXWDWLRQ¶challenging him to a real debate.165 At this, Percy raised the 
question of authority, prompting additional, unstructured discourse on scripture, and 
translations thereof. Walker observes that the Jesuit: µdurst not undertake, during the 
time of the conference, to make one syllogisme, or to propound an argument in 
forme,¶ despite requests that he do so.166 Only at the close did Percy reportedly 
produce D ZULWWHQ V\OORJLVP µFRQIXVHG ZLWKRXW IRUPH PRRGH RU ILJXUH¶ ZKLFK
Walker relates word-for-word.167 Two things should be noted here. Firstly, Percy was 
a more able disputant than Walker describes, even in the eyes of his other foes. More 
importantly, :DONHU¶Vcritiques are now familiar, suggesting that the fault was rather 
in himself than in his adversary. :DONHU¶VHmphasis on logic form and disputation as 
indicators of learning sets him aside from those, like Percy, responding to audience 
needs and pursuing practical ideals. 
 This said, WKH-HVXLW¶Vunease with formal reasoning is matched in this account 
by a general reluctance to engage. Once, he claims WKDW µKLV EXVLQHVVH FDlled him 
DZD\¶DQGODWHUPRYHV µDVLIKHVWRRGXSRQFRDOHVDQGZRXOGJODGO\EHJRQH¶Later, 
he again expresses µD GHVLUH WR EUHDNH RII¶ and it is he who finally calls a halt.168 
Again, these instances PDWFK:DONHU¶Vtone more WKDQ3HUF\¶VRWKHUdebates, but the 
point to be made here concerns the significance of disputation, and the implications of 
a challenge denied. This depiction of the Jesuit further paints the encounter as an 
intellectual contest. To his opening remarks on the authority of the Rome, Walker 
replies µZHHVKDOOHDVLO\DQVZHU \RXDQG PDNH LW DSSHDUHWKDW\RXDUHQRW WKH PDQ
ZKLFK IO\LQJ IDPH UHSRUWV\RXWREH¶169 Further into the debate, where Percy seems 
unable to read a book in Hebrew, Walker notes audience derision: µsome of the 
standers by laughed... others wondred whether this were Fisher the Jesuit, and made a 
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question of it.¶170 At the close, he reports that one audience member asked Percy 
µZKHWKHUKHZHUHLQGHHGWKDW)LVKHU the Jesuit who disputed with Doctor White before 
WKH.LQJ¶ voicing doubt when he answered in the affirmative. These instances show 
an effort to injure 3HUF\¶V UHSXWDWLRQ but they also suggest that clerical reputations 
could be built and broken on reports of public disputation.  
 Walker provides few details of those present, aside from the tale of the three 
brothers, and mention of the London minister Henry Burton.171 But the scriptural 
understanding of lay audience members seems to have been aided by the Protestant: 
one place is read in Latin for Percy, and in English for the benefit of others.172 In 
:DONHU¶Vaccount, moreover, the auditory play a central role ± they inform Percy KH¶V
beaten, and express doubt as to his abilities. As a single entity, they ask him direct 
questions.173 The account thus demonstrates the importance of the audience as a 
vehicle for persuasion; in literary terms, they are a direct connection to prospective 
readers. More importantly, it shows that their role was developing. Following the lead 
of the king and doubting members of the nobility and gentry, audiences in this period 
were engaging with the disputations they attended. Much like James, audiences in this 
period were assuming and adapting the role of moderator; and disputation ± and those 
taking part ± would have to adjust accordingly.  
 
Coda: Featley and Fisher 
The first and only disputation between Featley and Percy was in many ways a reversal 
of the 1622 debates. The event was again occasioned by a doubting person, but here 
the disputants occupied the spotlight.174 Moreover, it would seem that notoriety had 
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drawn at least one of them into the fray. The individual in doubt was one Edward 
Buggs, an older gentleman who had fallen ill and had, by Featley¶V DFFRXQW been 
µVROOLFLWHG¶ E\ Catholic acquaintances to convert.175 Featley implies that Percy was 
one of these voices, QRWLQJµ3ULHVWVDQG-HVXLWHV¶DPRQJWKHP, and stating that he had 
EHHQµIRXQG¶DW%XJJV¶KRXVHE\+XPSKUH\/\QGH± WKHJHQWOHPDQ¶VILUVW3URWHVWDQW
resort.176 Percy, however, denies that Buggs had been pressured by any priest, adding: 
µfor Master Fisher in particular, I know certainly that hee never saw this old 
Gentleman, much lesse did he speake to him, in any matter of Religion, til that time, 
when Sir Humfrey Lynd first met Master Fisher.¶ Percy claims to have been at the 
KRXVHDW%XJJV¶request, to meet with Lynde about the possibility of a debate. He was 
certainly QRW µIRXQG¶177 The posturing here is typical of disputation etiquette. Percy 
states that Buggs had suggested the debate, to which he responded that he would 
answer if challenged, but would not issue such an invitation himself. Featley, 
meanwhile, asserts that he refused to meet any Protestant representative. Again, 
humility dictated that one should not appear too eager, but honour ± and the ideal of 
truth through discourse ± held that challenges ought not be refused. 
 Two things should be noted in the disputation¶Vprelude. First, Lynde is by no 
means an incidental character. An Oxford graduate, he would become an important 
Protestant writer in his own right, and would make a contribution to the final 
debate.178 More importantly, the first choice for the Protestant side was not Featley, 
but Francis White: 3HUF\VWDWHVWKDW%XJJVZDVµGHVLURXVWRKHDUH':KLWHDQd him 
GLVSXWH¶DQG LW LV WKLV ± FRXSOHGZLWK3HUF\¶VGHQLDO WKDWKHKDGVHHQWKHJHQWOHPDQ
before ± that implies a debate built on polemical notoriety.179 Though Buggs was the 
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catalyst, the event was planned (unofficially) to be another chance for White to 
confute Percy. )HDWOH\¶V µGHIHQVH¶SULQWHGLQThe Romish Fisher (1623), asserts: µD. 
White prepared and provided to encounter M. Fisher, his former Antagonist; and D. 
Featly was intreated as an Assistant, to deale in a second place with M. Sweet, if 
occasion were offered.¶180 Featley blames the reversal on D µWULFN¶ IURP the Jesuit, 
µGLVFRYHUHGLPPHGLDWHO\EHIRUHWKH&RQIHUHQFH¶, but there is a suggestion of external 
influences in his explanation: µit was then on the place of the meeting, resolved 
otherwise by some that were principally interessed in the businesse, that D. Featly 
should beginne with M. Fisher... and D. White (as there should be cause) should take 
off M. Sweet, if he interposed¶.181 This account, which provides no further detail, is 
curious, particularly given the firm Protestant standpoint of the principal organiser, 
Lynde. More generally, it is astonishing that the disputants appear to have had so little 
control over the order appointed ± a deviation from prior events, except where higher 
authorities had been involved, and an indication of the difficulties faced in µSULYDWH¶
debate. The choice of Featley is also remarkable, given his religious standpoint. There 
were some ± including, it could be said, Lynde ± who might have preferred to hear 
him dispute against Percy, despite (indeed, because of) the -HVXLW¶V history with the 
moderate divine.182  
 Extensive negotiation was involved in arranging the debate, offering further 
insight into the etiquette and mechanics of private religious disputation. At their first 
meeting, Lynde invited Percy to set down the questions, which he did in the following 
form: 
 
Whether there must not bee in al ages a visible Church, of which, al sorts 
must learne that one infallible faith which is necessary to salvation? 
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Whether the Protestants Church was in al ages visible, especially in the 
ages before Luther: and whether the names of such visible Protestants in 
al ages, may be shewed out of good Authors? 
 
Percy states that the first was granted by Lynde and others; although Lynde himself 
denies having admitted any such need for continual visibility.183 Percy was also 
allowed to choose his role ± first, he replied that it was necessary to perform both, but 
asked to select one, he decided to respond.184 His first answer was a call for balance, 
although :DONHU¶V debate with Norris suggests that turn-taking had become the 
standard practice, but his choice to respond requires further explanation. At previous 
events, 3HUF\¶V approach and preparations suggest that he preferred the oppRQHQW¶V
role. But in fact, his decision can be explained through his preferred question. 3HUF\¶V
demand for a detailed Protestant succession all but required his adversaries to oppose. 
As he saw it, Protestants were obliged to produce an induction ± a list of visible 
professors ± and thus had to be on the side introducing arguments. As respondent, 
Percy could then deny any induction attempted. The need to respond on this topic is 
further explained in a printed reply to Percy from the controversialist Henry Rogers, in 
the aftermath of this debate, which states: µ,Q WKRVH SRLQWV LQ YDULDQFH EHWZHHQH XV, 
they are to prove EHFDXVH WKH\ DUH DIILUPDWLYH ZH QHJDWLYH¶ Here, the role of 
opponent is assigned as both a charge and consequence of innovation.185 
 For the GHEDWH¶V location, /\QGH VXJJHVWHG :KLWH¶V KRXVH WR ZKLFK 3HUF\
reacted badly, EHFDXVH µlast time he was there, it was given out... That M. Fisher 
would have killed D. White in his house.¶186 At the end of this initial meeting, Percy, 
deciding to await a further invitation, left his written questions and the agreed order 
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ZLWK /\QGH µ\HW ZLWKRXW DQ\ PLQGH DW DO WR PDNH DQ\ FKDOOHQJH¶187 Returning to 
Buggs a day or two later, he ZDV DVNHG LI KH ZRXOG DFFHSW µD SULYDWH PHHWLQJ¶ at 
/\QGH¶s residence, which he did. He was told that he should meet White and his 
associate the following Friday, to discuss his second question, bringing with him an 
assistant, four witnesses and two notaries.188 On departing, he handed Buggs a paper 
on his first question: that the true church must have visible members in every age, 
ZKRVHQDPHVµPD\ EHVKHZHGRXWRIJRRG$XWKRUV¶DQG before the debate itself, this 
prompted a written exchange with Lynde. Here, Percy defined his second question, 
while the Protestant listed its flaws. Lynde also posed the counter-question of Catholic 
visibility.189 
 When the disputation began, on June 27th, Percy states that a large, mostly 
Protestant crowd was present. His account protests his own adherence to the condition 
of privacy: he was accompanied by Sweet, four witnesses and a notary, and had taken 
µJUHDW FDUH¶ WR HQVXUH VHFUHF\ 7KH 3URWHVWDQWV PHDQZKLOH KDG DOORZHG /\QGH¶V
house µWR EH VR ILOOHG DV >3HUF\@ FRPSODLQHG RI WKH LQHTXDOLWLH¶ a complaint 
dismissed by Lynde, who µFRXOG QRW KHOS LW¶190 The debate, as Featley notes, took 
place after dinner, and it is possible that Lynde had simply dined with his household 
and guests ± who, given that White and Featley were present, might well have learned 
of the debate there and then.191 But again ± and again in 3HUF\¶VQDUUDWLYH± there is a 
suggestion of broad Protestant LQWHUHVW DQGRI WKHGLVSXWDQWV¶QRWRULHW\ The truth is 
IXUWKHUREVFXUHGE\)HDWOH\¶V VXJJHVWLRQWKDWQHLWKHUKHQRU:KLWHKDGQRWLFH of the 
debate when invited to dinner, which the Jesuit claims is misleading.192 
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 By all accounts, it was Featley who began the disputation. While Percy states 
that his preliminary papers were read aloud, Featley¶V DFFRXQW launches into an 
immediate critique of the question.193 As described, however, this is identical to the 
written answer from Lynde, noting the qXHVWLRQ¶VSUREOHPV (LWUHTXLUHGµDQKLVWRULFDOO
ODUJHYROXPH¶, infallible faith was based RQ µGLYLQHUHYHODWLRQ¶not µGHGXFWLRQRXWRI
KXPDQH KLVWRU\¶, and the names of Protestants may have been lost) and introducing 
the counter-question of Catholic visibility.194 Taking the accounts together, it is likely 
that all preliminary notes were read, each disputant highlighting KLV RZQ VLGH¶V
contribution. In stating the Protestant counter-question, Featley recalls saying, 
accidentally, µFDQ EH VKHZHG DQG SURRYHG RXW RI *RGV :RUG¶ rather than µJRRG
$XWKRUV¶DQGZKHQTXHVWLRQHGRIIHUHGWKHUHEXNHµ*RGLVDJRRG$XWKRU0r. Fisher, 
EXWLWLVWUXH,GLGPLVWDNH¶195 Percy, meanwhile, HFKRHV/DXG¶VDFFRXQWRIWKHir 1622 
debate, citing Featley for a breach of etiquette: µD. Featly beginning to argue... did 
say: M. Fisher, I wish, I warne, I command, I conjure you, to answere truely and 
sincerely, in the sight of God, as you wil answer it at the Day of Judgement.¶ This 
exhortation was, according to PHUF\ µZLOOLQJO\¶DFFHSWHG, but it nonetheless appears 
impetuous, having all the semblance of a challenge.196 In )HDWOH\¶Vreport, this appears 
toward the debate¶s end, as a reaction to perceived evasion.197  
 After the preliminaries, the rules and order were set down. For an hour and a 
half, Featley would oppose Percy on the perpetual visibility of the Protestant church, 
after which White would respond to Sweet on Catholic visibility. Here, Sweet 
presented his conditions: that µELWWHUVSHHFKHVEH IRUERUQH¶ and µQRQHVSHDNHEXW WKH
disputants¶; the latter was UHSODFHG LQ &DWKROLF DFFRXQWV ZLWK µQRWKLQJ VKRXOG EH
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VSRNHQ RU KHDUG EXW WR WKH SXUSRVH¶198 The attestation LQ )HDWOH\¶V Romish Fisher 
asserts that this ODVWµ(though requirable & seasonable in all Disputes or Tractates), yet 
was not mentioned by Master Sweet, nor prescribed by any other in this Conference.¶
If the rule was indeed added with hindsight, it was an astute move: it holds Featley to 
3HUF\¶VTXHVWLRQDQGSURFHGurally, no breach of it could be defended.199 
 After Sweet gave his conditions, Featley offered D WKLUG µWKDW ERWK WKH
2SSRQHQW DQG 5HVSRQGHQW EH WLHG WR /RJLFNH IRUPH¶200 The demand is never 
PHQWLRQHG LQ 3HUF\¶V DFFRXQW DQG GHVSLWH Questier¶V DVVHUWLRQ WKDt such was the 
-HVXLW¶VSUHIHUUHGPHWKRGRIdebate, his reaction, as reported by Featley, was less than 
favourable; µEHFDXVH WKH FRPSDQLH XQGHUVWDQGV QRW /RJLFNH IRUPH¶201 Though the 
chaplain has motive to paint the Jesuit as underestimating those assembled, the 
question of how far audiences could follow structured argument remains complex. 
Questier, partly in response to Barbara Donagan, takes a moderate view; positing an 
opinion among polemicists that simple forms of logic could be a good persuasive tool, 
and FLWLQJ 3HUF\¶V ZRUN ± and that of others ± as evidence of the same.202 The 
question, however, requires a finer distinction; as demonstrated in White¶V 1624 
treatise against Percy. Here, he apologises for his occasionally µVFKRODVWLF¶ mode of 
argument: 
 
Neither must the unlearneder sort be offended, if they light upon some 
hard passages, because the matter it selfe is many times very abstruse; 
and disputing with Adversaries which are Sophisters, I am compelled to 
use Schollasticke tearmes, and to turne their owne Weapons upon 
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themselves: But so farre as I am able, I have endevored to be 
perspicuous.203 
 
Two things must be remembered: first, the universities educated both laymen and the 
clergy; and thus a good portion of the audience DQG:KLWH¶VUHDGHUVKLSwould have 
some training in logic form. Second, these forms were themselves in a state of flux; 
and polemicists¶ XVH RI µUHDVRQDEO\ VLPSOLILHG¶ techniques is not in itself a simple 
observation.204 The question is why, and to what extent they were being simplified; 
and how they were then perceived and presented. White¶VVWDWHPHQW is not merely an 
apology ± it is an expression of his own mode of thought, and a comment on that of 
his opponents. The ideal, for both White and Percy, was simplicity; but comparative 
intellectualism still offered a battleground, and thus the posturing of Featley ± 
championing KLV DXGLHQFH¶V understanding ± was a deliberate tactic. TKH -HVXLW¶V
objection here is also a symptom of those challenges facing public disputation: an 
DXGLHQFH¶V ability (or, more precisely, D GLVSXWDQW¶V perception thereof) hindering 
formal debate. 
 The first major point of contention concerned the format RI3HUF\¶VTXHVWLRQ
and the method to be used in addressing it. By his own account, again demonstrating 
his allegiance to logic form, Featley defined the syllogism and induction, choosing to 
begin with the former.205 He presented perpetual faith as the guarantor of continual 
visibility, to which Percy answered, µ<RXFRQFOXGHQRWWKHTXHVWLRQ¶)HDWOH\¶VSRLQW
however, was that there were two parts to the question ± first, that the Protestant 
church was visible in all ages, and second, that the names of its members could be 
shown ± and these required different techniques.206 Percy saw them as a single 
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requirement necessitating a simple induction, but Featley was determined to proceed 
syllogistically, concentrating on WKH TXHVWLRQ¶V first, fundamental, part. This dispute 
would overwhelm much of the debate, and would continue to fuel argument in its 
aftermath.207 As Featley himself later pointed out µE\WKHRUGHUVRIDOO6FKRROV LW LV
WKH$QVZHUHUVDQGQRWWKH2SSRQHQWVWDVNWRVWDWHWKH4XHVWLRQ¶DQGPercy cites this 
custom in his defence: µif you wil dispute, you must dispute in my VHQVH¶208 Here, 
then, is the reason for WKH -HVXLW¶V choice of roles; but his call for an induction also 
needs explaining. In this, the use and urging RIµVLPSOH¶IRUPVis crucial. His demand 
springs from Protestant divisions, and from the relative clarity of the Papal succession, 
but in addition, it again demonstrates his attitude towards the audience, and towards 
his intended readership. 
 Featley was eventually allowed to proceed, with Percy telling KLPµ&RQFOXGH
DQ\ WKLQJ V\OORJLVWLFDOO\¶%XW LQVWHDG he persisted in arguing the dual nature of the 
question.209 What is remarkable here is the involvement of the audience, particularly 
on the Catholic side. At one point, Featley was told, µ1DPHYisible Protestants in all 
DJHV¶ and this soon grew LQWRDFKDQWRIµ1DPHVQDPHVQDPHV¶Here, the opponent 
did something extraordinary: he protested µWhat, will nothing content you but a 
Buttery booke? you shall have a Buttery booke of names, if you will stay a while.¶210 
This is but the first of several indications that Featley was willing to yield a position 
for the good of the debate; an astonishing attitude, given that many disputants (himself 
included) would pounce at any sign of retreat. Throughout, Featley was faced with 
Catholic calls for an induction, and suggestions from the Protestant side that he 
withdraw, turning a cheek to 3HUF\¶Vobstinacy. By his own report, he handled these 
interruptions valiantly, but the crucial point is that all concessions here are made for 
the sake of the disputation. The chaplain acceded to the -HVXLW¶VµFRSXODWLYH¶TXHVWLRQ 
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EHFDXVH KHZDV µGHVLURXV WREULQJ WKHGLVSXWDWLRQ WR VRPHEHWWHU LVVXH¶ and later he 
embarks on an induction because the company desires it.211 Percy, of course, reports 
neither occasion: they are used by Featley to demonstrate his attitude to the process; 
and, conversely, that of his respondent. 
Questions of method have, broadly EHHQ DGGUHVVHG EXW WKH GLVSXWDQWV¶
performances have yet to be discussed. Featley was not above playing to such an 
active crowd: where Percy distinguishes an argument on the authority and truth of the 
Protestant church, rather than denying it, Featley proclaims: µMark, I beseech you... 
his conscience will not suffer him simply to denie, that the Protestant faith is the 
Catholike primitive faith¶. UVLQJ3HUF\¶Vmethod against Laud, that of absolute denial, 
he thus offers the more forceful argument.212 3HUF\¶VDFFRXQWGRHVQRWDOWHUWKLVLPDJH
of WKH FKDSODLQ¶V tone, but expresses disapproval: he µrather sought to please his 
Audience, and to gain applause to himselfe, then soundly to satisfy that most 
important Question, of the visibility of the Protestant Church¶ ± )HDWOH\¶V
intemperance is thus presented as a form of deviation.213 However, tKH-HVXLW¶Vown 
methods are subject to many a Protestant triumph. Where Featley, by his own account, 
cited perpetual faith to show the truth of the Protestant church, Percy accused him of 
petitio principii; to which Featley replied that he was arguing from a separate, causal 
point: µIs it not a sounder argument to prove the visibilitie of the professors from the 
truth of their faith, then as you do the truth of your faith from the visibilitie of 
professors?¶Percy here stated that proof through experience was more demonstrative, 
at which one of the audience declared: µHere Mr. Fisher sheweth his Academicall 
learning... Is not a demonstration of the effect from the cause, more excellent then of 
the cause by the effect?¶214 The Jesuit¶V DFFRXQW states that he made no such 
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observation, although he might have done: his question required it, and it would 
benefit ± as he rather tellingly puts it ± µDOVRUWVRIPHQ¶215 
 3HUF\¶V broader process was also open to criticism. Featley provides a long 
paragraph detailing the ritual that accompanied the -HVXLW¶VDQVZHUV 
 
M. Fishers answers to every one of these Syllogismes were penned by 
him verbatim, with the advice of M. Sweet and one other, advising 
privatly and amending what they thought fit, which breeding much delay, 
irksome to the hearers, and the Opponent then saying, You are very long 
M. Fisher. A stander by said, Let him alone, for he and his learned 
councell are not yet agreed.216 
 
As described, 3HUF\¶VPHWKRGZRXOGKDYHKDGDrestrictive effect on the disputation ± 
one not wholly reflected in either account. Again, the distance between the events 
themselves and the accounts that followed is thrown into sharp relief: there is an 
immediacy to the dialogue in most reports, which this paragraph denies. It is important 
to remember that every disputant had his own approach, whereas disputation ± and 
accounts thereof ± kept to a recognisable formula. This outline RI3HUF\¶VSURFHVV calls 
into question the back-and-forth of his debates with White, James, Laud and Walker ± 
a reminder that disputation accounts present the action through a lens of custom, in 
addition to those of bias and intent. 
Questier describes this debate as a misstep on Featley¶VSDUW: a demonstration 
of that Protestant weakness and division Percy habitually worked to exploit. He finds 
DµSROHPLFDOLQFRQVLVWHQF\¶LQ)HDWOH\¶Vassertion first, that there was no need to show 
a visible Protestant succession, and second, that he was willing to produce one, thus 
presenting the disputation as an instance of moderate Calvinism being left open by its 
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awkward concept of µUHODWLYH LQYLVLELOLW\¶217 There is some truth in this: )HDWOH\¶V
urging of Protestant visibility beyond institutional continuity ± which sits at some 
remove from the position of White and Laud on schism ± LVUHPLQLVFHQWRIWKHODWWHU¶V
answer on salvation in 1622: helplessness in the face of certainty. But in this particular 
instance, there waVPRUHWRLW)HDWOH\¶VLQFRQVLVWHQF\ZDVQRWoccasioned exclusively 
by his standpoint ± indeed, as both he and Lynde make clear, a full list of Protestant 
professors was not necessarily possible. His motives can only be explained fully when 
the demands of the audience and the imagery of disputation are taken into account: his 
induction was literally for the sake of argument; necessitated by rhetoric, opponent, 
custom and circumstance. In this, Percy had certainly forced him into a corner, but in 
part through the ideals of private conference and formal debate. For all his loyalty to 
disputation, Featley had fallen victim to its practical, personal application.218 
Thus, the debate was less a polemical misstep than a procedural failure, on a 
question that ± as Lynde maintained from the outset ± was not suited to this type of 
exchange.219 As an instance of disputation, the encounter foundered on several things. 
Firstly, the inability of the disputants to agree on the requirements of the question. It is 
impossible effectively to form arguments where forms of argument are themselves in 
dispute ± tKHGLVSXWDQWV¶ PHWKRGVZHUH LQFRPSDWLEOH VR where formal argument did 
occur it was questioned at every turn. This was exacerbated, secondly, by the 
unwillingness of either to compromise until late in the day; and that under direct, 
increasing pressure. What is remarkable, indeed, is that the debate lasted so long ± 
although capitulation would have amounted to a challenge denied and an admission of 
defeat. Finally, for intensifying and trying to control the exchange, the audience must 
bear a measure of responsibility. 
)HDWOH\¶V LQGXFWLRQ did not last long. With an hour and a half gone, White 
briefly tried to take over, but it soon became clear that Percy would accept nothing 
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less than an answer to his question, and shortly thereafter, Featley started on his list.220 
He began by (syllogistically) announcing his intent to proceed one age at a time, 
before naming the Protestants of the first age as Christ and his Apostles, St Paul and 
Ignatius the martyr. This was to be the GHEDWH¶Vfinal stumbling-block.221 Percy urged 
him to proceed to the next age, but Featley asked to dispute on those already named ± 
here, by his own account, the chaplain made his plea to the Jesuit: µI charge you, as 
you will answer it before Christ himselfe at the dreadfull day of judgement... whether 
you beleeve that Christ and his Apostles taught our faith or yours¶. But Percy 
persisted, and the debate broke up. As Featley tells it, a number of the Protestant side 
drew him away, saying that µhe ought not to talke any longer with such a one who 
refused to answer Christ and his Apostles.¶222 Percy, meanwhile, states that Featley 
cried out in triumph to the audience µ+H JUDQWV &KULVW DQG his Apostles to be 
Protestants¶; and, when the Jesuit complained, asked again if he would dispute on the 
first age. Percy, taking his arm, said that he would if he would stay, at which the 
chaplain departed LQDQµDEUXSWPDQQHU¶.223 FHDWOH\¶Vattestation in The Romish Fisher 
depicts this as an attempt to clear the Jesuit of discredit; and, as noted, offers 
compelling practical detail to back this up.224 
 The final stages thus brought the disputation full circle: the disputants 
posturing over challenges refused. In the aftermath, Featley states that Buggs was 
satisfied, thanking Lynde for the conference.225 Percy, however, declares WKDW µthere 
was no cause given... of any such effectuall resolution¶, ironically citing %XJJV¶
ability as evidence. In describing him DVµZHOOUHVROYHG¶Featley made the gentleman 
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µWR EH EXW RI D ZHDNH FDSDFLW\ RU RI D YHU\ PXWDEOH QDWXUH¶ and pronouncing his 
satisfaction so soon after the debate µZRXOGDUJXHWRWR[o] PXFKZDQWRIFDSDFLW\¶226 
Percy reiterates thDW %XJJV µGLG QRW XQGHUVWDQG¶ )HDWOH\¶V V\OORJLVPV OHW DORQH KLV
central argument.227 As the Jesuit saw it, the debate hinged on the nature of the 
question: anyone, he maintained, could see that Featley had not answered. 
By all accounts, Percy and Sweet attempted to arrange a second debate, secure 
in the knowledge that Featley had more to do. 3HUF\¶VDFFRXQWQRWHVWKHLQYROYHPHQW
of the Earl of Warwick, present at the conference, in suggesting a second meeting ± 
indeed, the Jesuit sent a letter to Warwick which was then, according to Featley, 
copied and distributed.228 But this tactic proved unsuccessful; 3HUF\¶V DSSHDO was 
subsumed by the genuine involvement of the king. In a striking reversal of the Musket 
debate, the Jesuit states WKDWµWKHQH[WPHHWLQJZDVSURKLELWHG¶ostentatiously refusing 
to blame the Protestant side: µI will not Censure... [they] laboured to have all future 
meetings, touching this occasion, forbidden, because they cannot make good that 
which they have undertaken about naming of Protestant Professors in all ages; yet I 
can[n]ot hinder men to have such like suspicion¶.229 Featley explains the situation in 
detail: James had only heard about the debate in its aftermath, and ± using Richard 
Neile as his mouthpiece ± had asked that the details be sent to him, and that any 
IXUWKHUPHHWLQJEHµVWDLG¶230 There is certainly some truth in 3HUF\¶Vassertion that the 
Protestants were troubled by his question; but what is clear is that the exchange had 
gone too far without royal approval, and had fallen foul of the changing climate. In 
late June, &KDUOHV¶ QHJRWLDWLRQV in Spain had reached a point of acute religious 
delicacy, and the NLQJ¶V use of Neile as an intermediary is indicative of his own 
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direction and concerns.231 As a remarkable counterpoint, the final statement of the 
Catholic side reflects a curious (indeed, ironic) trend on their part: 3HUF\¶V account 
closes with an all-too-familiar place in Tertullian, cautioning against such encounters. 
On the subject of heretics, the Jesuit clearly states: µZH.. may examine WKHP¶232 
 
Solomon Sleeps 
The limited tolerance of the early 1620s, and the opportunities that came with it, 
continued to fluctuate with the Spanish negotiations. By late 1623, complications 
including provision for the Palatinate, papal dispensation, and the attitude of 
Buckingham had caused Anglo-Spanish relations to deteriorate; Charles returned in 
September without his bride.233 The triumphant parliament of 1624 resulted in a 
proclamation enforcing recusancy laws and ordering priests and Jesuits again to leave 
the country.234 Although James was not enthusiastic about such measures, and 
toleration would again be discussed when he and Charles turned towards the French 
marriage prospect, the situation to 1623 was not to be repeated.235 As Wadkins notes, 
a return to balance in religious policy allowed for the printing of disputation accounts 
stalled during WKH QHJRWLDWLRQV LQFOXGLQJ )HDWOH\¶V full Romish Fisher DQG :DONHU¶V
)LVKHU¶V )ROO\ 8QIROGHG; but instances of fully reported, cross-confessional 
disputation dwindled.236 
In a letter of September 1624, Richard Smith made reference to µa publik 
disputation¶ at the residence of the French ambassador, involving the Scottish Jesuit 
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Patrick Anderson.237 The house had opened its doors to Jesuits and secular priests, and 
would host another debate the following February, between the minister and disputant 
Pierre Du Moulin and one Kelly, another Scot.238 More generally, however, at the end 
of the reign anti-Catholic disputation was at the mercy of an unfavourable political, 
religious and intellectual climate. As a mode of polemic, it would soon be subject to 
the criticisms of Laud, Richard Montagu and others, eager to get away from immodest 
arguments.239 White, in recounting his debate with Percy, called for a work that 
contained nothing but clear argument, without HLWKHUVLGH¶Vµ<HDDQG1D\¶DQGHYHQ
Featley felt the need to justify disputation at length in The Romish Fisher.240 At a 
more basic level, formal disputation was feeling the strain of public application. Into 
the 1620s, it had been required to meet the needs of increasingly involved µSULYDWH¶ 
audiences, and for all the talk of shared customs and procedures, disputants ± and 
particularly the Jesuits ± were reacting with a remarkable level of flexibility. As 
demonstrated several times in 1623, full disputation was not suited to the clashing 
methodologies that could result, and was itself being questioned by audiences. Beyond 
the developing religious climate, disputation faced practical challenges to its use in 
controversy. 
In 1625, James settled ± or, in his own fashion, moderated ± a dispute over 
)HDWOH\¶V licensing of two puritan works, responding to arguments from Featley with 
Neile at his side. Featley recalls WKH NLQJ¶V µDSW VROXWLRQV¶ µSLWKLH DQG VLQHZLH
ArgXPHQWV¶ DQG FOHDU UHDGLQJ RI WKH )DWKHUV DQG GHSDUWHG VDWLVILHG DOO RI these he 
relates in an account dedicated to &KDUOHV HPSKDVLVLQJ KLV IDWKHU¶V OHDUQLQJ241 The 
year before, James had reportedly involved himself in a disputation during a visit to 
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Cambridge, against the IHOORZRI&KULVW¶Vand future Irish bishop William Chappell ± a 
µVXEWLOH'LVSXWDQWHTXDOO\H[FHOOHQWZLWKWKH6ZRUGDQG6KLHOGWRUHSO\RUDQVZHU¶242 
The outcome is said to have been a defeat for the king, and as such offers a fitting 
postscript to any history of Jacobean disputation. Chappell had adopted Ramist logic 
in his early years, later moving from a puritan standpoint to Arminianism; and thus his 
academic career embodies the SHULRG¶V religious climate and its emphasis on clear 
intellectual forms.243 James died the following March. As John Williams put it, 
µ6RORPRQVOHSW¶244 
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-DPHV¶death was followed by a growth in toleration for English Catholics, explained 
through &KDUOHV¶ LPSending nuptials, which involved the pardoning of recusants and 
priests including Percy. But this was accompanied by continuing recusancy 
prosecutions; and Questier, though focusing on its diplomatic surroundings, notes the 
VLWXDWLRQ¶V VLPLODULWLHV WR WKDW RI &DWKROLFV through much of the early seventeenth 
century.1 3DUOLDPHQW¶V anti-Catholic drive was spurred on by the efforts of Charles and 
Buckingham to secure war with Spain, and this would soon be followed by a conflict 
with France.2 January 1626 saw a proclamation against recusants, and measures 
including the return of prison searches appeared through the spring, prompted by 
domestic and international fears.3 Opportunities for cross-confessional debate were 
briefly reminiscent of those early in -DPHV¶ UHLJQ EXW WKHLU public expression was 
subject to changed political concerns. Charles himself, though he maintained a 
comparable degree of fOH[LELOLW\GLG QRW VKDUH KLV IDWKHU¶V academic enthusiasm for 
controversy, and had developed a complex attitude towards Rome ± expressed in his 
refusal of support for Chelsea College, now headed by Featley: µtoo much time is 
spent on controversies which dLVSOHDVHPH¶the king is reported to have said. µI would 
rather VWXG\ ZHUH GHYRWHG WR UHXQLRQ¶ Anti-Catholic polemic lost much of its 
popularity at court after 1625.4 Moderate clergymen continued to gain favour, and a 
broader atmosphere of temperance developed where Catholicism was concerned.5 
 Some fascinating connections can be drawn between the challenges Charles 
faced and the private religious disputations surrounding his accession. The first 
concerns arrangements made by English Catholics for his bride. The composition of 
+HQULHWWD0DULD¶Ventourage was subject to much speculation, and although the Jesuits 
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 Questier, Stuart Dynastic Policy, pp. 113-4. 
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 For early signs, see Patterson, King James VI and I, pp. 346-4XHVWLHUµ&DWKROLF/R\DOLVP¶S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3
 Questier, Stuart Dynastic Policy, pp. 125-7. 
4
 Milton, Catholic and Reformed, pp. 61-)LQFKDPDQG/DNHµ(FFOHVLDVWLFDO3ROLFLHV¶SS38-9. 
5
 Milton, Catholic and Reformed, pp. 61-)LQFKDPDQG/DNHµ(FFOHVLDVWLFDO3ROLFLHV¶SS-8. 
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were ultimately excluded (a reflection of the prevailing atmosphere at court), Richard 
Smith, now Bishop of Chalcedon and head of the English secular clergy, alleged that 
their efforts to get close to her had been conducted through the Countess of 
Buckingham, who was still attended by Percy.6 The tensions of the reign are further 
evident in a debate of January 1626, between Featley and the elderly Jesuit and 
translator Thomas Everard, at the London residence of Elizabeth Cary, Lady 
Falkland.7 Featley, by his own account, was discussing the necessity of bishops with 
Lady Falkland over dinner, when Everard ± µdisguized in the habit of a Lay-
*HQWOHPDQ¶ ± interjected µLI WKHUH PD\ EHH D &KXUFK ZLWKRXW D %LVKRS ZKR VKDOO
RUGDLQH WKH3ULHVWV LQ WKDW&KXUFK"¶8 Featley at once queried his identity (µ,W VHHPHV
\RX DUH D 5RPLVK 3ULHVW¶), and on his GHQLDO WRRN KLP WR EH D -HVXLW µ)RU \RX FDQ
HTXLYRFDWH¶. They soon fell to disputation, although this was stalled by the lack of 
books, and interrupted by the arrival of supper and the meat course.9  
The topics here moved from the bishops to relative Catholic and Protestant 
unity, prayers for the dead and communion in one kind ± all apparently raised by the 
audience.10 At times, their interjections make the debate seem closer to dinner 
conversation than disputation, but again Featley describes use of the formal practice: 
the arguments proceed syllogistically, and on the final topics the divines take up the 
roles. Each gives an opening statement, before Everard insists: µ'LVSute... 
V\OORJLVWLFDOO\¶ Featley then opposing for much of the exchange.11 Where the roles 
switch, it is marked in )HDWOH\¶V account with: 
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 Questier, Stuart Dynastic Policy, pp. 114, 116- :DGNLQV µ3HUF\-³)LVKHU´ &RQWURYHUVLHV¶ S 
ODNB Smith. 
7
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)HDWOH\Grand Sacrilege, from p. 233 
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M. Everard, opponent. 
D. Featly, respondent.12 
 
Thus, as Featley describes it, this event developed into a full disputation, in part 
directed by the audience; and throughout, they raise no objection to the GLVSXWDQWV¶use 
of the practice or formal logic ± although again, this might reflect )HDWOH\¶V
enthusiasm more than theirs.13 It is, however, worth noting that Everard was an older, 
more detached disputant than Percy, and ± more importantly ± that Elizabeth Cary was 
no Edward Buggs. 
Lady Falkland was a writer and translator, and her involvement here, raising 
questions dividing the English and Catholic churches, can be tied to the climate of the 
period, and the problems accompanying changing views of Rome. Her interest was 
not idle curiosity, for that year she would publicly convert to Catholicism, to the 
dismay of the king.14 Remarkably, however, in describing his debate with Everard, 
Featley asserts that she was drawn to convert by way of Arminianism. Though he and 
the Jesuit were not called upon to deal directly with salvation (and Arminianism was a 
frequent bête noire in the Calvinist¶Vworks), this is echoed elsewhere.15 Milton notes 
that Lady Falkland was associated with less aggressively anti-Catholic clergymen, and 
describes her conversion as a SRWHQWLDOO\ µIDWDO¶ blow to the views championed by 
Laud. It is interesting that whilst Featley disputed before her on the question of 
communion in one kind ± upon which Protestants were agreed ± his nemesis John 
Cosin, chaplain to Neile, and the controversial moderate Richard Montagu had tried, 
in desperation, to persuade her with anti-Catholic aggression, echoing John Percy in 
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 Ibid., p. 264. 
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 Featley describes the disputation thus, referrinJ WR µGLYHUVH .QLJKWV DQG *HQWOHPHQ WKHUH SUHVHQW
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1622 µG\LQJDQ(QJOLVK3DSLVW¶0RQWDJX reportedly told KHUµVKHGLHG LQD VWDWHRI
GDPQDWLRQ¶16 
)HDWOH\¶Vaccount of the Everard debate thus highlights some of the difficulties 
posed by the SHULRG¶Vcontinuing ± though at times hesitant and politically motivated ± 
shift towards moderate divines and views; a move that was further precipitating a 
decline in formal, public anti-Catholic debate.17 With the ascendancy of divines like 
Laud, critiques applied to intra-Protestant aggression in the 1610s were being 
extended ± by a different movement ± to anti-Catholicism. Montagu contrasted the 
world RI WKH )DWKHUV ZLWK µWKHVH RXU GD\HV RI JDOO DQG ZRUPZRRG¶, in which 
contention fuelled µQHJOHFWDQGFRQWHPSWRIWKH7UXWK¶18 Politically and theologically, 
a new emphasis was being placed on caution and sophistication in dealings with Rome 
± attributes that could soon fall by the wayside in formal, public disputation.19  
These attitudes were not new: indeed, they can be traced in the pattern of 
accounts through preceding decades, particularly in the use or championing of the 
disputation process. Those eager disputants of the later sixteenth and early seventeenth 
centuries shared or moved through that broad strain of Calvinist thought in which 
some have argued for an established, then declining, consensus in the Church of 
England: Fulke; Rainolds and his pupil Featley; George Walker.20 The lines of 
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 Milton, Catholic and Reformed, pp. 85-6 (on communion in one kind, see p. 218). Milton asserts that 
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aggression and moderation were not so clear-cut, of course: divisions were continuous 
and fluid, and subject on all sides to that mode of polemic curbed by the London 
godly.21 This, and the continued role of disputation as an educational staple must be 
kept in mind; but enthusiasm for its procedural aspects ± the roles; logic form; the 
sanctity of the question ± is weighted in the surviving evidence towards one point on 
the Protestant spectrum, and those who were combative in controversy more 
generally. In 1630, Laud became chancellor of Oxford, and the subsequent 
disappearance of Calvinism from the Act was not accompanied by a turn towards 
Arminian points ± because, as Nicholas Tyacke observes /DXG¶V SUHIHUHQFH ZDV
µVLOHQFHUDWKHUWKDQFRXQWHU-DVVHUWLRQ¶22 
In February 1626, Arminianism was the subject of two semi-public exchanges 
at York House, %XFNLQJKDP¶V London residence.23 It was a conference born from 
clerical divisions, but occasioned by lay religious concerns: on positions expressed by 
Montagu in A New Gagg (1624) and Appello Caesarem (1625).24 Tyacke suggests that 
the conference was intended to address Calvinist attacks on Montagu, which 
threatened to spread to &KDUOHV¶ religious policy DQG %XFNLQJKDP¶V religious 
alignment. On the one hand, it was a concession, with Charles and Buckingham 
hoping ± as so many had before ± that µVRPH QDPH of disputation¶ would settle the 
opposition.25 On the other, its conduct and outcome suggest an official vindication of 
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 Tyacke, Anti-Calvinists, pp. 165-6. Episcopal concern followed clear lines, with Abbot (still at 
Canterbury) on one side, and Andrewes, John Buckeridge, Laud and Neile on the other. Montagu owed 
his meteoric rise in the church to Neile. 
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 N. D., Review of Ten Publike Disputations, p. 78. 
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Montagu, and an attempt to directly silence critics of the regime.26 Though the 
conference was reportedly occasioned by 0RQWDJX¶V lay opponents in the Lords, 
(Warwick and Viscount Saye), it was managed by the sympathetic figure of 
Buckingham.27 In organisation and intent, it can thus partly be compared to Hampton 
Court and Westminster, but the new climate and the nature of the divisions concerned 
produced a very different event. The political focus was internal, looking to 
parliament and the clergy, and this is reflected in the lack of a full, printed account. 
Buckingham stressed the private nature of the debate in the event.28 Moreover, the 
reports produced by John Cosin and others in the aftermath do not emphasise the 
DXWKRULWLHV¶role. The one echo of Hampton Court in this regard is &RVLQ¶Vfinal, brief 
assertion that the king µVZHDUV KLV SHUSHWXDO SDWURQDJH RI RXU FDXVH¶.29 By the 
standards of The Declaracyon of the Procedynge, Barlow, or even Travers in 1584, 
this is a fleeting invocation of authority. 
Neither is the conference itself described as a presentation or successful 
settlement of national doctrine. The disputants suggest balance: Thomas Morton, now 
Bishop of Coventry and Lichfield, and John Preston represented the Calvinist side, 
though Preston first declined the conference and arrived towards the end of the first 
session; and White, Cosin and John Buckeridge of Rochester defended Montagu 
(himself only present for the second day).30 The ILUVW GD\¶V topics covered general 
councils, doctrinal fundamentals (and thus the distance between the English and 
Catholic churches), and justification; the Arminian charges levelled at Montagu¶V
works were only discussed towards the end. On the second day, these points were 
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revisited, along with ceremonies, and 0RQWDJX¶VDQVZHUV were heard.31 These topics, 
and the focus on Montagu, distance York House from earlier µHVWDEOLVKLQJ¶GHEDWHV± 
by all accounts, the only attempt to change national doctrine was made by two of the 
lay Calvinist auditors, who argued for the conclusions of the Synod of Dort to be 
applied in England. On both days, tKLV ZDV DWWDFNHG E\ :KLWH ZLWK %XFNLQJKDP¶V
approval.32 The second ± perhaps most important ± comparison to be made with 
events like Hampton Court is the inconclusive nature of the conference, as it appeared 
at the time. Tyacke finds its impact µLQUHWURVSHFW¶, as an affirmation of royal support 
for 0RQWDJXDQG5LFKDUG1HLOH¶V'XUKDPJURXSbut this was neither firmly defined 
nor immediately presented through the debate.33 The conference was, in some 
respects, an attempt to settle national doctrinal conflict through disputation, and in this 
was the last of its kind. But the role and image of such debate ± political and 
intellectual ± had already changed. Lay interest and positions had developed, the 
emphasis was ± WR XVH )HDWOH\¶V WHUPV ± on private conference rather than public 
disputation or display, the division to be handled was no longer one between central 
and fringe elements in the church, and the king did not play an active role. It is 
significant that the emphasis in reports of York House is on points of theology, rather 
than figures of authority. 
This conference also provides a fascinating coda to the question of lay 
involvement in religious disputation. Here, Donagan finds a reminder that the laity did 
QRW VKDUH µWKH UHILQHG GLIILFXOWLHV RI WKHRORJLFDO DFDGHPLFV¶34 The engagement of 
those present meant that the disputants had to adapt methods and questions to suit 
µHGXFDWHG UHOLJLRXVO\ VHULRXV OD\PHQ ZKR ZHUH QRW KRZHYHU WKHRORJLDQV¶35 
Donagan notes the FRPSDQ\¶Vweariness at formal debate ± µFRntingent and indefinite 
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propositions and antecedents and FRQVHTXHQWV¶ ± and a SUHIHUHQFH IRU µVXEVWDQWLYH
LVVXHV¶, but emphasises WKDWµZHDULQHVV¶GRHVQRWmean µLQDELOLW\¶: these were not the 
µXQOHDUQHG¶individuals Percy often invoked.36 This event, then, shows the developing 
relationship between the educated laity and academically-framed religious debate. 
Indeed, Donagan is here trying to chart the truth behind those competing claims on 
interest and ability outlined above. At the opening of the first day, Buckingham spoke 
to lay ability in judging religious points (again elevating µVXEVWDQFH¶ RYHU ZKDW
Donagan terms µSROHPLF and dialectic¶), and argued for the right of the state to 
contain public religious disputation.37 This was matched, Donagan notes, by 
SDUOLDPHQW¶VYLHZthat a simple form of such debate should not be separated from their 
deliberations.38 'RQDJDQ¶VGHILQLWLRQRIµOD\PDQ¶here is not just used in opposition to 
µFOHUJ\PDQ¶: in religious matters, it is also DQWLWKHWLFDOWRµH[SHUW¶ 
These 1626 events, then, return us to +RZHOO¶VGLVWLQFtion between logic and 
rhetoric, as the mode of discourse between experts and that between expert and 
µlayman¶. As outlined early in this thesis, scholastic forms were being questioned into 
and through the seventeenth century in practical and aesthetic terms; and here, in the 
µSXEOLF¶religious disputations of the mid-1620s, those concerns are writ large in the 
views of divines and audiences.39 Percy urged the difficulty of logic form for men like 
Buggs, and the Lords at York House visibly tired of its twists and turns. Thus, the 
problem was not simply one of tone, as the example of Walker and moderate critiques 
might suggest. It was fundamental; structural, and a sign of the times.  
 
Gall and Wormwood?  
Public religious disputation in post-Reformation England was seen as a distinct 
phenomenon: separate from pamphlet controversy, infused with ± but not beholden to 
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± academic tradition. Accounts and discussions of the practice reflect this in their 
language and acceptance of custom, and at times in clear definitions: Ley recognised 
disputation as distinct from written controversy, but in this followed the argument of 
Featley, more than three decades before, that it held a special significance.40 Featley 
urged the benefit of confuting opponents and confirming RQH¶V own faith through 
direct confrontation; and whilst this is weighted towards Protestant events and 
positions, 3HUVRQV¶ KLVWRU\ RI disputation similarly argues for its correct use in 
controversy.41 Both writers recognise the place of disputation and work to appropriate 
it for their own side. Moreover, the unique qualities and force of the practice were 
cited in imperative, as well as reflective, works. In -DPHV¶ UHLJQ, divines at the 
margins of the church can be seen urging formal debate in an effort to bring 
authorities to account and make their own arguments heard, be they nonconformist 
ministers or future Catholics. These challenges can be directly tied to the views 
expressed by prisoners in the 1580s: that dispXWDWLRQ RXJKW WR EH µIDLU¶ DQG µIUHH¶ ± 
they speak to established ideals of orderly, equitable debate ± the need for a common, 
defined field on which truth could naturally and justifiably triumph. In the 1620s, 
George Walker cited a claim from Sylvester Norris that he could disprove the English 
Church by µdisputation, and... LQYLQFLEOHDUJXPHQWV¶D challenge penned by a forward 
Calvinist, attributed to an English Jesuit, and placed in the hearing of an educated 
gentleman, and whose significance ± it is implied ± would have been clear to all 
involved.42 
References to disputation are complicated, however, by the use of varied 
terminology. The constellation of events described above is centred on participants 
and structure; and is therefore most useful where questions of audience, equity and 
purpose come into play. Those disputing in prison drew clear distinctions: Campion 
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reportedly argued that his Tower debates were but µFRQIHUHQFHs¶, being removed ± in 
location and ideal ± from the universities, and the separatists Barrow and Greenwood 
juxtaposed µ&KULVWLDQ FRQIHUHQFH¶ with examination.43 Featley, meanwhile, 
distinguished the fundamentals of ordered debate from the niceties of academic 
custom, and thus whilst championing the former could describe himself as µFRnferring 
UDWKHU WKDQ GLVSXWLQJ¶ ZLWK 6PLWK44 In 1624, he could echo the assertion of Charke 
and Hanmer that the time for debate had passed, whilst justifying his role in µSULYDWH
RFFDVLRQDOO FRQIHUHQFHV¶45 Throughout this period, µdisputation¶ was defined and 
redefined in terms of participants, purpose, setting and (on occasion) method, but such 
distinctions only clarified shared forms and ideals. The boundaries of a spectrum of 
disputation were being described, and each of these divines makes assumptions about 
the basic process and idea. The separatists criticise academic forms, but ± like Persons 
± assume their application in religious debate. Campion, in part metaphorically, places 
µGLVSXWDWLRQ¶ LQ WKH XQLYHUVLWLHV EXW still argues for procedural balance, while his 
opponents work to discredit him through the same forms. Featley draws distinctions of 
etiquette and purpose, but his allegiance to disputation is beyond doubt. In the opening 
chapters of this thesis, it was argued that a relatively clear range of events could be 
termed µGLVSXWDWLRQs¶ and for all the care that needs to be taken with individual cases, 
the works considered here confirm that contemporaries shared this view. 
The structures of disputation represent a long-standing mode of reasoning, 
whose scholastic elements were buoyed, as well as questioned, E\ WKH SHULRG¶V
concern with discourse. Within controversy, it influenced private conversations, 
interrogatory proceedings and written exchanges, as well as a range of public debate. 
As a respected form, it was taken up ± in whole or in part ± by those in authority: to 
show fair dealing, but also, crucially, to give their arguments a procedural weight: 
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thus it was applied, with qualification, to present doctrine at Westminster and 
Hampton Court, to respond to the Jesuit mission, and in efforts to dissuade converts. 
Its continued influence is particularly visible where an adversary sought to associate 
his arguments with a particular type of scholarship: the practicality of Campion was 
countered with the elevation (and manipulation) of disputation, and then with 
humanist eloquence framed within it. Although enthusiasm for public disputation is 
weighted in the surviving evidence towards a particular type of divine, recognition of 
the form as a measure of authority crossed confessional lines: $ODEDVWHU¶VUHMHFWLRQRI
µFRQIHUHQFH¶ LQ IDYRXURI GLVSXWDWLRQ FRQYH\V D PDUW\U¶V UHYHUHQFH RQ D form more 
often questioned by Catholics DQG -DFRE¶V Christian and Modest Offer of 1606 
invokes it as a full, fair and accepted mode of debate, in opposition to Hampton 
Court.46 The range of accounts, depictions and challenges produced in this period 
demonstrates the relative independence of disputation from the most entrenched of 
post-Reformation divisions.  
Where differing views are expressed, they turn on the IRUP¶V scholastic 
element ± its potential for wrangling at the expense of truth, its encouragement of 
aggression, and its dubious public use and beauty. Those who were evangelical in 
their approach to conversion and religious discourse came to question the stark 
complexity of the process ± Renaissance fears about formal logic coming to the fore 
with the changing purpose and setting of religious debate. Equally, the oppositional 
nature of the form led it to be questioned by those seeking a productive means of 
addressing divisions ± in godly circles, and in anti-Catholicism under the auspices of 
Laud. In the 1590s, Barrow¶V ideal of µ&KULVWLDQFRQIHUHQFH¶concentrated on method 
almost as much as balance and authority. But despite these critiques, divines engaged 
in public debate generally adhered to a measure of the scholastic form, including 
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formal logic. At the most basic level, this was how they had been taught to confront 
their adversaries, but there was more to it than academic tradition. Calls for equitable, 
formal disputation suggest a reverence going beyond custom; and the sanctity of the 
question frequently observed is an expression of basic intellectual ideals. In the 
aftermath of )HDWOH\¶V debate with Smith; both sides worked to align their methods 
with the full, formal process.47 Even the most outspoken critics of disputation (John 
Percy; Henry Barrow) were drawn to it by training, opponent and circumstance, as 
their own accounts readily acknowledge. 
This acceptance of disputation, and its formal trappings, raises a number of 
questions. It shows a gap between idealism and necessity in attitudes toward human 
learning and reason, rendering warnings against controversial debate prescriptive, 
rather than demonstrative. In the wake of the Reformation, the cautions of Thomas 
More proved difficult to follow.48 Of course, warnings against disputation were still 
being expressed in these terms: Persons, whilst appropriating the practice, noted that it 
was µQRWDOZD\HVVXIILcient to resolve >DPDQ¶V@ judgement, for that yt moveth more 
GRXEWV WKHQ KH FDQ DXQVZHUH RU GLVVROYH¶ observing that in church councils 
µGLVSXWDWLR>Q@VHUYHWKQRWWRGHWHUPLQHEXW WRH[DPLQH¶49 This concern, arising from 
the nature of Catholic authority, is echoed by Percy, in relation to private 
interpretation of scripture and the cautions of Tertullian.50 Neither were such views 
exclusive to Catholics: their ideas of authority and the needs of the unlearned (a 
concern that can be traced from the Rationes Decem through to 3HUF\¶Vdebate with 
Featley) are similar to those voiced by White and other moderate Protestants.51 Even 
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 See chapter 1 above. 
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 N. D., Review of Ten Publike Disputations, pp. 19-25; A. C., Answer to a Pamphlet, pp. 68-70; see 
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 N. D., Review of Ten Publike DisputationsS3HUVRQV¶VROXWLRQPLUURUV/DXG¶VREVHrvations on 
Tertullian, urging correct use of the practice: R. B., Answere to Mr Fishers Relation, p. 37; see chapter 
6 above. 
51
 In France, responding to a challenge of -DFTXHVGX3HUURQLVUHFRUGHGDVVD\LQJµWKHVKLIWVDQG
sleights of the disputers [in examining doctrine and scripture]... might make the truth uncertayne to the 
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those who favoured disputation pointed out its flaws: Featley took the reformed 
answer on Tertullian to its logical conclusion in stating WKDW KH KDG µHDUQHVWO\
FRQWHQGHGDJDLQVWDOOFRQWHQWLRQVDQGSXEOLFN&RQIHUHQFHV¶with Catholics, citing the 
potential danger to spectators.52 Clergymen of all stripes criticised public religious 
disputation, in terms of harm to authority and truth, a lack of modesty, and ± crucially 
± wrangling at the expense of assumed beneficial effects. But for none is it always 
inappropriate: most warnings leave room for its considered application. Caution in 
theory and rhetoric was often joined by enthusiasm in practice. 
The more immediate question is one of purpose. A detailed study of these 
accounts, and related works, suggests that where formal debate ± or an element thereof 
± was applied, it was rarely with the sole purpose of fuelling polemic. Motivations 
varied with occasion and participants: in the context of 1581 )XONH¶V Wisbech 
conference may well have been printed for polemical purposes, but his interactions 
with the prisoners ± and the alternative methods used ± suggest a more complex aim in 
the event. The same can EHVDLG IRU5DLQROGV¶debate with Hart; its persuasive tone 
HQKDQFHGE\5DLQROGV¶approachUHSRUWVRI+DUW¶VDWWLWXGHDQG, again, other methods 
used in the Tower.53 &DPSLRQ¶V RSSRQHQWV reported losing hope for his conversion 
only at a third debate; their expressions of optimism were compelled by imperatives 
beyond (though including) polemical necessity.54 
In discussing purpose, the question to ask is where the focus lay: on the 
question, the disputants, the audience, a doubting individual, or the objective of truth 
demonstrated or discovered. Barrow described the purpose of a µconference¶ as the 
equal consideration of both sides, confident that his truth would emerge. Meanwhile, 
                                                                                                                                                                               
KHDUHUV¶1'Relation of the Triall, p. 23. This account was printed in English by Persons; and later, 
LQDVVHUWLQJWKHELVKRS¶VYLFWRU\LWFULHVµZRXOGJRGWKHVHPHDQHVZHUHXVHGLQ(QJODQG¶S 
52
 Featley, Romish Fisher, sig. ¶3r. 
53
 6HHFKDSWHUVDQGDERYH5DLQROGVWHOOV+DUWµDV,VHHNHWRZLQQH\RXWRWKHWUXWKVR,VHHNHWRGR
LWE\WUXHDQGULJKWPHDQHV¶5DLQROGVSumme of the Conference, p. 503. 
54
 Field, Three Last Dayes, sig. O.iir; Nowell and Day, True Report, sig. C.ir. Where polemical display 
was the principal motivation, accounts cover this with the language of intellectual enquiry or personal 
satisfaction: see Anon, Declaracyon of the Procedynge, sig. 1v. 
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his accounts describe KLV DQG *UHHQZRRG¶V adversaries as trying to make the 
separatists themselves the focus, through WKHLUTXHVWLRQVµ,ZRXOGNQRZWKHFDXVHVRI
\RXUIRUVDNLQJRXU&KXUFK¶55 At Lambeth in 1584, Travers describes himself, Sparke 
and the audience as focusing on the questions, and it is this ± as much as the allocation 
of roles ± that gives his account its tone of equitable inquiry.56 The cross-confessional 
disputations of the Jacobean period were generally held for the benefit of doubting 
individuals, who were presented as the object of debate.57 But the focus could still fall 
on the disputants themselves, turning persuasion into personal display. The role of 
disputation ± and all controversy ± in confirmation further adds to its complexity of 
purpose. Featley, in asserting Buggs¶ resolution in 1623, argued µ7hough a man be 
never so well resolved in poynt of Religion, yet hee may desire to heare Divinity-
Disputations, and make good use of them¶58 
 The polemical nature of most disputation accounts means we must be wary of 
the gap between reality and presentation in considering DQ HYHQW¶V purpose. But to 
posit intentions beyond polemic we need not rely on the conflicting reports of 
disputants and notaries. Lay involvement in religious disputation itself makes the case 
for a variety of purpose: we need to ask why each occasion was arranged, what roles 
laymen took within it, and how its arguments and mechanics were perceived. In every 
case, the evidence argues DJDLQVWµPHUH¶SROHPLF Members of the laity commissioned 
and attended disputations to have controversial points settled in their own minds or to 
contribute to the arguments themselves, for the benefit of unsettled associates or to see 
SDUWLFXODUµH[SHUWV¶ perform.59 The interest displayed by Lady Falkland and the Lords 
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 Barrow, Certain Letters, sig. A.iir, p. 16; Barrow, Sclaunderous Articles, sigs Cr.  
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 BL Add. MS 48064, ff. 50r-63r. 
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 See chapter 6 above. In the 1580s, relatives of Edward Walpole (later a Jesuit) commissioned 
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 Featley, Romish Fisher, p. 135; see the introduction. 
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at York House is not without precedent. References and appeals to the audience ± a 
recognised practice, regardless of the truth of individual reports ± present them as the 
object of debate, as well as moderators. Critiques of logic form and formal disputation 
through this period centre on the needs of audiences and readers, underlining the 
belief that disputation and related endeavours could ± or, more precisely, should ± be 
tangibly effective. Given this, and the persistence of public disputation into the 
seventeenth century, accounts of individuals converted as a direct or ± more likely ± 
indirect result of a debate should not be dismissed out of hand. Persons¶KLVWRU\ cites 
at least one disputation intended to save.60 
An examination of process, audience and terminology indicates that a public 
religious debate was intended, by all involved, to be an effectual procedure. Although 
there were some exceptions, disputation was more than a SROHPLFLVW¶Vtool, or a showy 
intellectual frame for doctrinal arguments, and was not seen as inherently distant from 
± or unrelated to ± personal religious experience. This is echoed in the imagery 
surrounding the practice. The language of public religious disputation in this period is 
that of the trial, the tourney and the battle; the last of these by far the most prevalent.61 
Each can be associated with a purpose: a trial is aimed at truth, a tournament at 
comparing champions, and a battle ± crucially ± at claiming or defending a specific 
prize or cause. Points of controversy, and disputation itself, are often termed a µILHOG¶
in accounts and related works: the Catholic account of )HDWOH\¶Vdebate with Smith, 
for instance, has the latter leaving µKLVIRUWDQGFRPPLQJRXWLQWRWKHRSHQILHOG¶62 
Such images cover a wide chronological and confessional range, and they present 
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 A. C., Answer to a Pamphlet, pp. 43-46; Featley, Romish Fisher, sigs Av-A2r; Edward Weston, The 
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disputation as a challenge or duty, underpinned by a definite concept of victory. The 
classical and Renaissance ideal behind dialogue and disputation was the attainment of 
truth through discourse, but in dealing with fundamental truth, this was adapted to 
describe its defence and demonstration.63 Truth was no longer the object of debate ± 
instead, it was the weapon by which victory (persuasion or conversion) could be 
achieved. Justifying religious disputation in The Romish Fisher, Featley cites the 
convert Caecilius in Octavius by Marcus 0LQXFLXV )HOL[ µ:H DUH ERWK VDLWK KH
winners in this Game: you have wonne mee, and I have won the truth... We are both 
Conquerors: you have conquered me DQG , WULXPSK RYHU P\ RZQH HUURU¶64 The 
purpose of a public religious disputation, as perceived by contemporaries, can be 
determined only by considering classical ideals through a lens of faith, and in this, 
images of combat offer a good starting point. As noted above, it is the level of 
outspoken conviction on display that separates these events IURP 6KXJHU¶V
controversial academic disputations, hidden behind their procedural mask; and 
through this, battle metaphors become clear, genuine indicators of purpose.65 Just as 
Alexandra Walsham has urged sensitivity to contemporary attitudes on persecution 
and toleration, they must be viewed as positive analogies: though combative, they do 
not reflect an aggressive or cynical application of the form.66 
For controversialists, however, disputation was superbly demonstrative; a 
common, ritualised field in which direct trial and combat could be shown to validate 
RQH¶V argument. The need to respond to polemical attacks found its ultimate 
expression in challenges accepted or refused: withdrawal from disputation signified 
inability, disrespect for the form, disregard of sFULSWXUDO LQVWUXFWLRQ WR µEH UHDGy 
DOZD\VWRJLYHDQDQVZHU¶ and DODFNRIIDLWKLQRQH¶VFDXVHThus, disputation was 
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effective in terms of expressing arguments, but also in revealing attitude: enthusiasm 
for the practice was as much tied to the epideictic preoccupations of the period as to 
developments in controversy. These imperatives were most often invoked by 
Protestant divines, but the competitive element can be seen in William $OOHQ¶V'RXDL
training procedures, and in 6PLWK¶Vdebate with Featley ± an attempt to show the skill 
and eagerness of secular priests for this type of encounter.67 
Underpinning all of these attitudes was the perceived authority of formal 
disputation and religious conference. The former retained much of its intellectual 
weight through the post-Reformation period, and the latter was seen to have at least 
the potential to be effective ± certainly in preparing the understanding and moving the 
will to conversion. Though the use of formal disputation in polemic might, with 
hindsight, appear detrimental to its authority, the role of faith (by which I mean 
religious conviction and academic certainty and training) must not be underestimated. 
Discussing cross-confessional interactions, with specific reference to Elizabethan 
persecution and controversy, Peter Lake has made a crucial observation in this regard: 
that officials and divines engaged in such efforts µEHOLHYHGLQWKHPDVWHUQDUUDWLYHVDQG
organising tropes, the claims, assumptions and prejudices, that they were also 
LQVWUXPHQWDOO\ SHUKDSV HYHQ UDWKHU F\QLFDOO\ PDQLSXODWLQJ¶68 TKRXJK µF\QLFLVP¶
should be used carefully in relation to religious interactions, this can be applied 
without reservation to public religious disputation: in terms of purpose, but also in 
relation to the intellectual form and ideal. As the chapters above show, a genuine 
belief in disputation could certainly co-exist with its exploitation ± indeed, a broad 
acceptance of WKH IRUP¶Vauthority was precisely what authorities, disputants and the 
authors of accounts were relying upon.  
Public disputations in this period provided a heightened, intensified arena for 
religious controversy, and thus offer a unique opportunity for those hoping to examine 
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its mechanics. These debates ± held to form, recorded as dialogue ± illuminate patterns 
in the arguments and authorities used by controversialists, as well as their intellectual 
assumptions and practices. This being said, they also need to be considered in relation 
to broader trends. The lines drawn in this thesis are open borders, and the disputations 
considered here ought to be studied in closer relation to their at times highly 
influential academic counterparts, to puritan gatherings and, at greater length, to 
methods used in written polemic. More generally, public religious disputation must 
take its rightful place in Reformation and post-Reformation inquiry ± not just as a 
front line of controversy, but as a meeting point of controversy and Renaissance 
intellectualism: an opportunity to bridge ideological and intellectual narratives. 
The examples highlighted here show the benefits to be had in studying 
disputation as procedure and performance ± through structure and imagery, as well as 
content. Attention to intellectual trends adds depth to reactions to the Jesuit mission in 
the 1580s. An examination of the roles underlines the position of Whitgift ± as Travers 
would have it ± at Lambeth in 1584, and details the political and self-imposed 
restraints that affected James I in discussing national doctrine. Their performative and 
academic aspects offer insight into lay engagement in controversy ± a point that needs 
to be explored further with private conference and public debate in mind ± and reveal 
good practice as a layer of conflict beneath theological argument. Public religious 
disputation did not develop as a face-to-face variety of pamphlet polemic: it formed 
and re-formed around scholastic structures and Renaissance ideals. These encounters 
describe a convergence of academic concepts with religion and ± by extension ± state 
power, accounts of the practice having as much to tell us about their interaction as 
about controversy in itself. Disputations shed light on religious arguments, but also 
show how those arguments were processed through logic, rhetoric, history and 
philosophy, at a time when the authorities placed a high premium on such arts. It 
would be easy to dismiss these encounters ± and the evidence for them ± as another 
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mass of partial polemic, but at their best they reflect a desire to triumph, engage, prove 
and understand that fuelled change, threw cautions to the wind, and tested the 
religious movements of the period. 
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